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Abstract
The present article is a continuation of a description of manuscript III-73, which 
contains the earliest known Western Karaim Torah translation (from 1720) along 
with the North-Western Karaim translation of four books of Ketuvim – more precisely, 
the translation of the Book of Ruth, the Book of Jeremiah, Ecclesiastes and the Book 
of Esther. The linguistic peculiarities of the Torah were presented in Németh (2014b). 
This paper, in turn, contains a linguistic description of the Haphtarah – in particular 
a critical edition of the Book of Ruth and its comparison (in the critical apparatus) 
with the Book of Ruth as printed in the Eupatorian Tanach in 1841. Importantly, 
the two parts of manuscript III-73, i.e. the Torah and the Haphtarah, as tentatively 
notified in Németh (2014b), are very much different from a linguistic point of view, 
and for this reason they are presented separately. Finally, observations that stem from 
a comparison between the manuscript fragment edited here and the Eupatorian 
print will be presented in the third part of this series of articles, since they primarily 
concern the Eupatorian print rather than manuscript III-73.
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1. Preliminary remarks
This article is a continuation of némeTH (2014b), in which the oldest known 
Western Karaim translation of the Torah (from 1720) was presented. As was 
noted in that paper (see p. 110), the language of the manuscript is inconsistent: 
the linguistic features of the Torah copied on the first 341 folios is very much 
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different or, more precisely, much more archaic, than that of the Haphtarah 
copied on folios 342–385. The analysis performed in némeTH (2014a, b) al-
lowed us to say that the translation of the Pentateuch originates from a period 
prior to the so-called harmony shift, i.e. the process which transformed the 
original vowel harmony into a so-called consonant harmony (described also 
as syllabic harmony; see cSaTó 1995, 1999; nevinS & vaux 2004; STacHoWS-
ki 2009; for a detailed description based on philological data see némeTH 
(2014a)), whereas the Haphtarah fragments – or more precisely: four books 
of Ketuvim, see below – were translated in the post-harmony-shift era. In 
other words, based on this manuscript we can say that 1720 is the terminus 
ad quem, marking the end of the above-mentioned process (see also némeTH 
2014a: 363–364).
The second part of the manuscript will be presented below.
2. The manuscript, the translator, and the copyist
The manuscript edited here is stored in a private collection in Warsaw, Po-
land, the owner of which wants to remain anonymous. Its catalogue number 
is III-73 and it was described in detail in némeTH (2014b: 110–113). It should 
be repeated here that the translation of the Torah was copied by Simcha ben 
Chananiel1 in 5480 A.M., between the 15th of Adar Sheni and the 23rd of Iyar, 
i.e. between 25 March and 31 May 1720 A.D. This information is written in 
the colophon (folios 340 vo – 341 ro) that closes the translation of the Torah. 
This means manuscript III-73 contains the earliest known Western Karaim 
translation of the Torah, which is in compliance with koWalSki’s (1929: xx) 
experience, namely that the oldest Western Karaim manuscripts he had occa-
sion to see were from the first half of the 18th century.2
1  As asserted by Kizilov (2009: 53, 378), Simcha ben Chananiel died in the 1720s. He of-
ficiated as hazzan in the community of Kukizów from 1709 until his demise. 
2  According to A. zajączkowski (1964: 793) and W. zajączkowski (1980: 160) there 
has existed a Karaim tradition of translating Biblical texts orally since the “13th, 12th or 
even 11th centuries”, but this piece of information still needs to be verified. Additionally, 
W. zajączkowski (1980: 160–161) mentions that the earliest South-Western Karaim Bi-
ble translations date back to the 16th century, which also must remain, for the time being, 
an unconfirmed piece of knowledge. Finally, W. zajączkowski (1980: 161) mentioned 
that the oldest North-Western Karaim Bible translations date back to the first half of the 
18th century, which is in compliance with the age of the sources we know of today.
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The four books of Ketuvim in the second part of the manuscript were copied 
on folios that follow the colophon mentioned, which means they must have 
been copied somewhat later than the Torah. But since we know that the whole 
manuscript was copied by the same person using the same paper and ink, and 
that Simcha ben Chananiel passed away in the 1720s, this part of the manu-
script cannot be much younger. The above also suggests that the copyist must 
have used different sources during his work, and that this is the reason for the 
manuscript’s linguistic heterogeneity.
However, we might find another explanation for this linguistic heterogene-
ity which was not mentioned in némeTH (2014b). We know that Simcha ben 
Chananiel was not only a prominent copyist but also a prolific translator of 
Hebrew religious texts into Karaim. For instance, I am aware of 18 religious 
hymns (so-called pijutim) translated by him.3 But, more importantly, he 
also prepared a translation of the Book of Lamentations,4 i.e. another book 
of Ketuvim besides those copied in the present manuscript, i.e. the Book of 
Ruth (342 ro – 347 vo), the Book of Jeremiah (348 ro – 358 ro), the Ecclesiastes 
(358 vo – 372 vo), and the Book of Esther (373 ro – 385 vo).5 In light of the latter, 
it seems very plausible that it was Simcha ben Chananiel who translated and 
copied the Haphtarah part in this manuscript, and that he – sit venia verbo – 
“specialized” in translating the books of Ketuvim, or, above all, The Five Megil-
lot. For the time being, however, there is no firm evidence that would confirm 
this assumption.
3  We find them in manuscripts stored in the collection of the late Józef Sulimowicz (for a 
detailed description of this collection see SulimoWicz 2015) under the catalogue num-
bers JSul.I.01, JSul.I.11, JSul.I.38-9, JSul.I.45, JSul.I.46, JSul.I.54-03, JSul.I.54-12, 
JSul.I.54-15, JSul.III.03, JSul.III.67, JSul.III.69, JSul.III.72, JSul.III.76, JSul.III.79, 
and JSul.VII.22-02-13.
4  The copy of the latter is stored in the Józef Sulimowicz Collection in Warsaw under the 
catalogue number JSul.I.11 (see folios 24 ro – 33 vo, 33 vo – 39 vo, 39 vo – 45 ro, 45 vo – 
49 vo, and 49 vo – 52 ro; the information that Simcha ben Chananiel authored the trans-
lation is written in the Hebrew heading on folio 28 ro). The manuscript itself originates 
from 1878 and contains different types of texts copied by three persons. The Book of 
Lamentations was copied by Zecharia ben Chanania Rojecki (born 1851). 
5  The manuscript does not contain the Song of Songs, which would be the fifth book of The 
Five Megillot translated by Simcha ben Chananiel.
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3. Transcription used in the critical edition
3.1. Introductory remarks
Here, I will use a transcription system similar to that applied in némeTH (2014b). 
The differences are minor and stem from the fact that the phonological system 
of the text of the Haphtarah is much closer to present-day Karaim than it was 
the case in the Torah translation described in the first part of this work.
Obviously, even though the language of the Haphtarah translation is less 
archaic, some phonetic features must still remain uncertain, and therefore I 
cannot use the phonetic transcription I used in editions of texts not older than 
the second half of the 19th century. The transcription applied here, in some of 
its aspects, must also remain conventional with some question marks left.
In the critical apparatus I will compare the analysed manuscript with the 
Crimean Karaim translation of the Book of Ruth printed in 1841 in Eupatoria6 
in a complete Tanakh edition, the language of which is still little known (see 
also jankoWSki 2015: 203). Where reasonable, in order to present the text in 
a bit larger comparative perspective I will compare it also with the Krymchak 
Targum edited by ianBay & erdal (1998) without, however, going into detail, for 
this would greatly lengthen the article and because a preliminary comparison 
was showed made by SHapira (2014). In order not to introduce three different 
transcription systems, I will use a unified one in which every symbol has one 
and the same phonetic value. In particular, I use j to indicate the palatal approx-
imant, ä for the e-type vowel in non-first syllables in the Crimean Karaim texts 
written with pattāḥ (◌ַ) (cf. jankoWSki 1994), and ŋ for the velar nasal consonant.
3.2. Open questions and the solutions chosen
3.2.1. Labial vowels: ö, ü vs. 'o, 'u
We cannot be sure what was the actual phonetic value of the original front 
labials (ö and ü) at the time the text was translated or copied. We know that, 
6  The Tanakh printed in Eupatoria (Gözleve) in 1841 is the only printed edition of the 
whole Karaim Bible, for more details see jankoWSki (2009: 505–506, 508). It is my 
pleasure to express my thanks to Prof. Dr. Piotr Muchowski (Poznań) for making me the 
digital copies of the relevant folios available.
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generally speaking, in the north-western variant of Karaim, e, ö, and ü changed 
into a, o, and u, respectively, and the consonants that preceded them became 
palatalized (for the sake of simplicity I use the symbols 'a, 'o, and 'u to note a, 
o, and u in this position; for a detailed description of this process see némeTH 
2014a: 364–366). Since in writing, Karaims did not distinguish between ö and 
'o, and ü and 'u (both pairs were written with ‹וֹי› and ‹וּי›, respectively, with an 
additional aleph in word-initial position; the letter yodh was used to distin-
guish them from o and u), there is no certainty as to whether we are recon-
structing ö and ü or 'o and 'u in this text in the place of the original *ö and *ü. 
However, given that in all four books of Ketuvim we see the e > 'a change has 
already taken place7 (except the first syllable, as is the case in Modern North-
Western Karaim), there is some reason to assume that the same could have 
happened with ö and ü, i.e. that these processes occurred at roughly the same 
time. In the transcription below, therefore, 'o and 'u are used to note *ö and *ü 
in non-first syllables (as is the case, again, in Modern North-Western Karaim), 
which does not necessarily mean that this was their actual phonetic value at 
the time the text was translated or copied. The notation is phonemic.
3.2.2. The palatality of consonants
In the transcription below, the palatality of consonants is indicated only in 
the event that it is a phonemic feature, i.e. if the respective consonant stands 
before 'a, 'o, or 'u.
In Modern North-Western Karaim, according to consonant harmony, al-
most all consonants of a word form must agree with each other with respect 
to their palatality or lack thereof (see némeTH 2014a: 353–354 for exceptions). 
But as far as the language of the analysed Haphtarah translation goes, there is 
no evidence that would tell us whether in words affected by the harmony shift, 
if consonants in positions other than before 'a, 'o, and 'u were palatalized or 
not; in particular, we have no evidence to prove that in these words every con-
sonant in word-final position, word-initial position before e, or in clusters was 
palatalized at the time the text was translated or copied. Moreover, indicating 
the palatality of those consonants that were most probably palatalized due to 
phonotactic rules (e.g. k, g, and l were most probably palatalized before e, i, *ö 
7  In writing, the distinction between a and 'a, as well as between a and e is clear and con-
sistent; for details see némeTH (2014b: 114–115).
MICHAŁ NÉMETH54
and *ü according to general Turkic phonotactics) would result in a transcrip-
tion system in which some features of a phonetic rather than phonological 
nature would have been indicated, while some would not. For this reason, a 
simplified phonemic transcription is used in this respect.
3.2.3. The phonetic value of *q
The original *q is transcribed as q in every position for the same reasons as 
presented in némeTH (2014b: 116).
3.2.4. The value of the letter yodh in 1st and 2nd pl. person markers
In the transcription, the original forms  -biz and -siz (not -byz ~ -biz and -syz 
~ -siz) are used in the 1st and 2nd plural person markers, respectively, for the 
same reasons as presented in némeTH (2014b: 116).
4. The sample linguistic material: the Book of Ruth
4.1. Introductory remarks
For the sample material presented below, I have chosen the shortest book – 
the Book of Ruth. Importantly, from a linguistic point of view, it is fully rep-
resentative; I have not encountered any major linguistic differences between 
the four books of Ketuvim. The English translation is based on the King James 
Bible 2000 and on the English Standard Version, and follows the Karaim 
translation as closely as possible. 
As it has been already mentioned, in the apparatus I also present an ex-
hausitve comparison of the analysed text with a Crimean Karaim translation 
of the Book of Ruth to be found in the fourth volume of the Tanakh published 
in Eupatoria (Gözleve) in 1841 (see WalFiSH 2003: 936 [2.13]); I will indicate 
it with the abbreviation Eup. (1841) in the footnotes. Finally, in some instanc-
es, I will compare it with the Krymchak Targum edited by ianBay & erdal 
(1998); I will indicate with Targum the data taken from the latter source.
Observations that stem from a comparison of the language of the manu-
script III-73 to the Eupatorian print will be presented in detail in a separate 
article (Németh 2015b).
I decided to refrain from an additional comparison with the transliteration 
of another Crimean Karaim translation of the first chapter of the Book of Ruth 
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presented by SHapira (2014), based on a manuscript that formerly belonged to 
the Elyashevich-Babadjan (Ельяшевич-Бабаджан) family (= indicated as E-P 
below) This is, first of all, because SHapira’s (2014: 167–170) source is very simi-
lar to the Eupatorian print – as asserted by SHapira (2014: 174) himself. Second-
ly, only the first chapter is transliterated by SHapira, without any detailed com-
mentary, and the facsimile provided (the manuscript has been lost). Thirdly, the 
transliteration contains a number of misprints and erroneous readings.8
In this comparison, I will not indicate phonetic differences if they are the 
result of the regular historical diversification of dialects, including the differ-
ence in applying the rounded vs. unrounded vowel harmony. If a comment 
concerns a fragment longer than one single word, the respective fragment will 




 {1} [1] םיטפשה 9טפוש ימיב יהיו. ˪Da edi vaχtlaryn-
 {2} [2] da oŕa etḿaginin ol oŕa e uv-
 {3} [3] uĺarnin da edi ačlyq  10 jer a da bardy kiši Bet
 {4} [4] Leχemin an Jehudanyn tirilḿa uźun a11 Moavnyn ol
8  Since SHapira could not provide a facsimile of the manuscript he worked on, and did 
not comment on any unusual phonetic features, I can merely suppose that the follow-
ing forms are mistakenly quoted in the transliteration and are not clerical errors in the 
original manuscript (Shapira’s transliteration is quoted in angle quotation marks ‹…›): 
page 167: ‹Bet Leḥem-an-dan› (= Bet Leχemin dän), ‹ṭayralma› (= tirilmä); page 168: 
‹danin› (= daġyn), ‹alarna› (= alarġa), ‹birnaŋizga› (= birgäŋizgä), ‹birnama› (= bir-
gämä), ‹birgay› (= berġäj), ‹ṭancliq› (= tynčlyq), ‹yayladilar› (= jyladylar), ‹birnaŋa› 
(= birgäŋä), ‹birnama› (= birgämä), ‹bolanilar› (= bolġajlar), ‹daginemi› (= daġynmy); 
page 169: ‹mosanirsiz› (= musanyrsyz), ‹kečenirsiz› (= kečiġirsiz), ‹yayladilar› (= jyla-
dylar), ‹yalvarmaniŋ› (= jalbarmaġyn), ‹ṭayildi› (= tyjyldy or tijildi), ‹karča› (= barča). 
9  Standard Hebr. ט ֹ֣פ ְׁש ‘when the judges’ (Ruth 1:1; King James 2000). Writing waw in 
place of the vowel point ḥōlām was a common practice among Karaims, also in transla-
tions into Eastern Karaim.
10  Eup. (1841): da edi šaraʿat etkän künlärindä ol šaraʿatčylar da boldy qytlyq. Cf. Tar-
gum: da oldu šeraat etken künlerinde ol šeraatčylarnyŋ (ianBay & erdal 1998: 15).
11 Eup. (1841): tüzlärindä.
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 {5} [5] da qatyny anyn12 da eki uvullary13 anyn14. םשו. Da
 {6} [6] aty15 ol kišinin Elimeleχ da aty16 qatynynyn Naami da
 {7} [7] aty17 eki uvullarynyn18 Maχlon da Kilyon Efratliĺar Bet
 {8} [8] Leχemin an Jehudanyn da keldiĺar uźuńa19 Moavnyn da
 {9} [9] boldular anda. תמיו. Da öl u Elimeleχ eri
 {10} [10] Naaminin da qaldy ol da eki uvullary20 anyn21.
 {11} [11] ואשיו. Da aldylar özĺarińa Moavly qatynlar
 {12} [12] aty22 ol birisi{nin}23 Arfah da aty24 ol ekinčisinin Rut
 {13} [13] da olturdular25 anda on  ˪jyllar taχly  26. םג ותומיו.
 {14} [14] Da öl uĺar daġyn eksiĺari a27 Maχlon da Kilyon da
 {15} [15] qaldy ol qatyn tuv28 eki uvullaryndan29 da tul30 erin an.
 {16} [16] םקתו. Da turdu ol da kelinĺari anyn31 da qajtty
 {17} [17] uźun an32 Moavnyn ki ešitti uźun a Moavnyn ki
12  Eup. (1841): this word is absent. Cf. Targum: this word is absent (ianBay & erdal 1998: 
15), see our commentary regarding the use of additional pronouns in III-73 in chapter 
6.2.2 below.
13 Eup. (1841): oġlanlary.
14 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
15 Eup. (1841): ady; E-P: aty, see SHapira (2014: 167: ‹aṭi›).
16 Eup. (1841): ady; E-P: aty, see SHapira (2014: 167: ‹aṭi›).
17 Eup. (1841): ady; E-P: aty, see SHapira (2014: 167: ‹aṭi›).
18 Eup. (1841): oġlanlarynyŋ.
19 Eup. (1841): tüzlärinä.
20 Eup. (1841): oġlanlary.
21 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
22 Eup. (1841): ady; E-P: aty, see SHapira (2014: 167: ‹aṭi›).
23 The form birisin was amended by the copyist on the right margin. Eup. (1841): birsiniŋ.
24 Eup. (1841): edi, i.e. probably a misprint; E-P: aty, see SHapira (2014: 167: ‹aṭi›).
25 Eup. (1841): oturdylar.
26  Eup. (1841): jyl qadar; E-P: jyl täġli, see SHapira (2014: 167: ‹yil ṭegli›). For NWKar. 
taχly cf. Kar. tekli ~ EKar. tägli ‘around, about’ (KarRPS 560, 562); see also line 120 and 
chapter 5.4 below.
27 Eup. (1841): ekisi.
28 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
29 Eup. (1841): oġlanlaryndan.
30 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
31 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
32 Eup. (1841): tüzlärindän.
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 {18} [18] saġyndy Adonaj ošol33 ulusun öźuńun34 berḿa alarġa
 {19} [19] ötḿak35. אצתו. Da čyqty ol orundan36 ki edi
Page 342 vo
 {20} [1] anda da eki kelinĺari anyn37 birǵasińa da bardylar
 {21} [2] jolbyla qajtma jerińa Jehudanyn. רמאתו. Da
 {22} [3] ajtty Naami eki kelinĺarińa baryjyz qajtyjyz har38
 {23} [4] qatyn ü uńa39 anasynyn qylġaj Adonaj birǵajizǵa šava-
 {24} [5] ġat40 ki41 ˪necik qyldyjyz  
42 ol öĺuĺar byla43 da birǵaḿada44.
 {25} [6] ןתי. Berǵaj Adonaj sizǵa da tapqajsyz tynčlyq
 {26} [7] qatyn ü un a45 erinin da öp u alarny da ḱ�o-
 {27} [8] ur uĺar ošol46 avazlaryn da jyladylar. הנרמאתו.
 {28} [9] Da ajttylar anar ki birǵaja qajtyrbiz47 ulusuja.
 {29} [10] רמאתו. Da ajtty Naami alarġa48 qajtyjyz qyz-
 {30} [11] larym nek49 baryrsyz birǵaḿa hanuzmo50 bardy51 maja
 {31} [12] ˪uvullar bavursaqlarymda ki  
52 bolgajlar sizǵa erĺar-
 {32} [13] ǵa53. הנבש. Qajtyjyz qyzlarym baryjyz ki qartaj-
33 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
34 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
35  SHapira (2014: 168) suggests a k > t shift here (cf. SWKar. ekmek ‘bread’) and attributes 
it, although not without reservation, to Halych Karaim. This supposition, however, lacks 
any grounds: there is no k > t shift in Halych Karaim.
36 Eup. (1841): jerdän.
37 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
38 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
39 Eup. (1841): evinä.
40 Eup. (1841): šaġavat.
41 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
42 Missing in SHapira’s (2014: 168) transliteration of the E-B manuscript.
43 Eup. (1841): bilän.
44 Eup. (1841): birgämä.
45 Eup. (1841): evinä; E-P: evindä, see SHapira (2014: 168: ‹evinda›).
46 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
47 Eup. (1841): qajtyrmyz.
48 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
49 Eup. (1841): nučun.
50 Eup. (1841): daġynmy.
51 Eup. (1841): this word is missing.
52 Eup. (1841): oġlanlar qursaġymda da.
53 Eup. (1841): eränlärġä.
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 {33} [14] dym bolmaqtan erartyna54 ki ajtsajdym55 bardy56
 {34} [15] maja umsunč57 daġyn bolsajdym58 ˪bu ke ani  
59 erar-
 {35} [16] tyna60 da daġyn oŕaśajdim61 uvullar62. ןהלה.
 {36} [17] Alarġamo išangajdyjyz63 negin a64 ki ˪ösḱ�ajĺar
 {37} [18] alar ü unmo zabun bolġajdyjyz65 bolmasqa erarty-
 {38} [19] na qylmajyz bunu qyzlarym ki ačyraqty maja siz an  66
 {39} [20] ki čyqty maja χyššymy Adonajnyn. הנשתו.
 {40} [21] Da ḱ�o ur uĺar avazlaryn da jyladylar dagyn da
 {41} [22] {{catchword:}} öp u
Page 343 ro
 {42} [1] öp u Arfah qajnasyn67 da Rut jabuštu68 anar.
 {43} [2] רמאתו. Da ajtty ˪Naami Rutqa  
69 muna
 {44} [3] qajtty kelin ašij ulusuna da ˪qulluguna Tenrisi-
 {45} [4] nin  70 qajtqyn ˪sen a kelin ašij artyna  
71. רמאתו.
 {46} [5] Da ajtty Rut jadatmaġyn72 maja kemišḿa seni
54 Eup. (1841): ergä.
55 Eup. (1841): ajtqajmyn; E-P: ajtqaj edim, see SHapira (2014: 169: ‹ayṭkay edim›).
56 Eup. (1841): bardyr.
57 Eup. (1841): musanč.
58 Eup. (1841): bolyrmymy.
59  Eup. (1841): bugäǯä; E-P: bugäčä, see SHapira (2014: 169: ‹bugača›). Cf. Targum: bu 
geǯe (ianBay & erdal 1998: 16 [sentence 74]).
60 Eup. (1841): kišigä.
61 Eup. (1841): doġuryrmymy.
62 Eup. (1841): oġlanlar.
63 Eup. (1841): musanyrsyz.
64 Eup. (1841): deginčä. Cf. Targum: čaq ki (ianBay & erdal 1998: 16 [sentence 76])
65 For more information on this verb, see chapter 5.4 below.
66  Eup. (1841): ulġajġajlar alarġamy kečiġirsiz bolmamaqqa ergä joq qyzlarym ki ačy 
bol dy maŋa gajet sizdän artyq.
67 Eup. (1841): qajnanasyn.
68 E-P: japtušty, see SHapira (2014: 169: ‹yapušṭi›).
69  Eup. (1841): this fragment is absent. It is not in the Hebrew original (Ruth 1:15). Cf. Tar-
gum: this fragment is absent (ianBay & erdal 1998: 17 [sentence 89]).
70 Eup. (1841): Taŋrysyna.
71 Eup. (1841): artyndan kelindašyŋnyŋ.
72 Eup. (1841): jalbarmaġyn.
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 {47} [6] qajtma artyjdan ki ančaq73 ˪qajry  
74 ki75 barsaj baryr-
 {48} [7] men76 da qajda ki qonsaj qonarmen ˪ulusuj senin
 {49} [8] ol bolur ulusum da Tenrij senin ol bolur Tenrim  77.
 {50} [9] רשאב. ˪Qajda ki ölśaj anda
78 öĺarmen  79 da
 {51} [10] anda astralyrmen80 bulaj qylġaj Adonaj81 da bulaj
 {52} [11] arttyrġaj ki ančaq82 ol öĺum ajyryr arama
 {53} [12] da araja. ארתו. Da ḱ�or u ki ḱ�u ajdi
 {54} [13] ol barma birǵasińa da ˪qaldy śozĺaḿak an  
83 anar.
 {55} [14] הנכלתו. Da bardylar eksiĺari a84 kelǵanĺarińa
 {56} [15] dejin Bet Leχemǵa da edi kelǵanĺarin ačoq85 Bet
 {57} [16] Leχemǵa da čuvlady86 bar87 ol šahar ˪alar ü un
 {58} [17] ajtadoġač  88 bumodur Naami. רמאתו.
 {59} [18] Da ajtty alarġa ˪ün aḿajiz meni  
89 Naami ˪ün ajiz
73 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
74 Eup. (1841): kajda.
75  E-P: ta (if not a misprint in SHapira’s transliteration then perhaps used as an intensify-
ing or generalizing particle), see SHapira (2014: 169: ‹ṭa›).
76  Eup. (1841): barymyn; E-P: vararmyn, see SHapira (2014: 169: ‹vararmin›). The reduc-
tion of the -r- future tense marker in the abbreviated verbal forms appears in both South- 
and North-Western Karaim, too, see némeTH (2011a: 33; 2013b: 272).
77  Eup. (1841): ulusyŋ ulusym da Taŋryŋ Taŋrym. Cf. Targum: χalqyŋ olajym […] tanryŋ 
oldyr teŋrim (ianBay & erdal 1998: 17 [sentences 108 and 113]).
78 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
79 Cf. Targum: ǯümle nege ki ölseŋ öleyim (ianBay & erdal 1998: 17 [sentence 121]).
80 Eup. (1841): kömülürmin.
81 Eup. (1841): YWY maŋa.
82 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
83  Eup. (1841): tyjyldy (or: tijildi) sözlämä; E-P: tyjyldy (or: tijildi) sözlämäktän, see SHa-
pira (2014: 170: ‹ṭayildi [sic!] sozlamaktan›).
84 Eup. (1841): ekisi.
85 For an exhaustive commentary on this form see 5.5 below. Eup. (1841): kelgänläri gibi.
86 Eup. (1841): muŋrady.
87  Eup. (1841): ǯümlä, for this phonetic shape of this word see also aqTay & jankoWSki 
(2015: 107); E-P: barča, cf. SHapira (2014: 170: erroneously ‹karča›). Significantly, 
the form ǯümlä is characteristic of the Pentateuch translation printed in 1832–1835 
in Istanbul (see WalFiSH 2003: 935), the language of which should rather be termed 
as Crimean Turkish, see jankoWSki (2015: 207). Cf. Targum: ǯümle (ianBay & erdal 
1998: 17 [sentence 135]).
88 Eup. (1841): üstlärinä da ajttylar.
89 Eup. (1841): atamaŋyz maŋa.
MICHAŁ NÉMETH60
 {60} [19] meni ačy ǯanly  90 ki ačy etti ḱ�učĺu91 Tenri maja as-
 {61} [20] try92. ינא. Men ˪tolu bar jaχšydan bardym da bošnu  
93
 {62} [21] qajtardy meni Adonaj ˪nek ün ajsiz meni  
94 Naami da
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 {63} [1] Adonaj synyqtyrdy95 meni da ḱ�učĺu96 Tenri jaman etti maja.
 {64} [2] בשתו. Da qajtty Naami da Rut ol97 Moavly qatyn98 keli-
 {65} [3] ni anyn99 birǵasińa ˪ol qajtqan  
100 uźun an101 Moavnyn da
 {66} [4] alar keldiĺar Bet Leχemǵa ˪bašlyġynda ormaġynyn  
102 ar-
 {67} [5] palarnyn.103 …
Ruth 2:1–23
 {67} [5]   … ימענלו. Da Naamiǵa ˪edi juvuq eri-
 {68} [6] ńa kiši tuvušlu baġatyr uruvundan  104 Elimeleχnin da
 {69} [7] aty anyn105 Boaz. רמאתו. Da ajtty Rut ol Moav-
 {70} [8] ly qatyn106 Naamiǵa barajym endi ol uzǵa da op-
 {71} [9] ĺajim ˪koloslar kimartyna  
107 ki tapsa širinlik ḱ�ozĺa-
90  Eup. (1841): ataŋyz maŋa Mara, cf. Hebr. אָרָמ יִל ָןאֶר ְׁק ‘call to me Mara’ (Ruth 1:20); E-P: 
ataŋyz maŋa ačy, see SHa pira (2014: 170: ‹aṭaŋiz maŋa ači›). Cf. Targum: čaqyryŋyz 
maŋa aǯy ǯanly (ianBay & erdal 1998: 17 [sentence 139]).
91 Eup. (1841): qadir. Cf. Targum: qadir (ianBay & erdal 1998: 17 [sentence 140]).
92 Eup. (1841): gajet. Cf. Targum: ziyade (ianBay & erdal 1998: 17 [sentence 140]).
93 Eup. (1841): tolu berdim da boš qajtardy.
94 Eup. (1841): nučun atarsyz maŋa.
95 Eup. (1841): qyjnady.
96 Eup. (1841): qadir.
97 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
98 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
99 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
100 Eup. (1841): ki qajtty.
101 Eup. (1841): tüzlärindän.
102 Eup. (1841): ilkindä oraġynyŋ.
103 Shapira’s (2014) transliteration ends here.
104  Eup. (1841): biliš erinä kiši baġatyry čerivniŋ mišpaχasyndan. Cf. Targum: biliš (dost) 
erine kiši bahatyr […] mišpaχasyndan (ianBay & erdal 1998: 18 [sentences 153–155]).
105 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
106 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
107  Eup. (1841): bašaqlarda artyndan kimniŋ. Cf. Targum: boġdaj bašlarda, ardynda 
kimniŋ (ianBay & erdal 1998: 18 [sentences 159–160]).
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 {72} [10] rin a108 anyn109 da ajtty anar Naami110 barġyn qyzym.
 {73} [11] ךלתו. Da bardy da keldi da opĺadi uz a111
 {74} [12] artyndan ol112 oruvčularnyn113 da učraldy114 učuru anyn115
 {75} [13] ˪ki keldi üĺu uńa ol uzńun ki Bozanyn ki uruvun-
 {76} [14] dan  116 Elimeleχnin. הנהו. Da muna Boaz keldi117 Bet
 {77} [15] Leχem an da ajtty oruvčularġa118 ˪bolušluġu  
119 Adonaj-
 {78} [16] nyn birǵajizǵa da ajttylar anar alġyšlaġaj seni Adonaj.
 {79} [17] רמאיו. Da ajtty Boaz neǵarińa120 ol ˪turuvču-
 {80} [18] ġa ol oruvčular qatyna kimnindi ol jigit qatyn
 {81} [19] ošpu  121. ןעיו. Da ˪qaruv berdi  
122 ol ˪neǵar ol turuvču
 {82} [20] ol oraqčylar qatyna  123 da ajtty Moavly qatyndy124 ol
 {83} [21] ki qajtty Naami ˪byla uźun an  
125 Moavnyn. רמאתו.
 {84} [22] {{catchword:}} Da ajtty
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 {85} [1] Da ajtty opĺajim endi ˪da jyštyrajym ḱ�ul aĺar
 {86} [2] arasyna ol oruvčular artyna  126 da keldi da turdu
108 Eup. (1841): közlärinä.
109 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
110  Eup. (1841): this word is absent. It is not in the Hebrew original (Ruth 2:2). Cf. Targum: 
this fragment is absent (ianBay & erdal 1998: 18 [sentence 161]).
111  Eup. (1841): tarlovda, for this phonetic shape (i.e. for -o-) see also aqTay & jankoWSki 
(2015: 386). Cf. also chapter 5.4 below (s.v. öl ov). Cf. Targum: tüzde (ianBay & erdal 
1998: 18 [sentence 163]).
112 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
113  Eup. (1841): oraqčylarnyŋ. Cf. Targum: oraqčylarnyŋ (ianBay & erdal 1998: 18 [sen-
tence 164]).
114 Eup. (1841): učrady.
115 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
116 Eup. (1841): paj ol tarlovnyŋ Boaznyŋ ki mišpaχasyndan.
117 Eup. (1841): keläjdir.
118 Eup. (1841): oraqčylarġa.
119 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
120  Eup. (1841): χizmetkarlaryna. Cf. Targum: oġlanyna (ianBay & erdal 1998: 18 [sen-
tence 172]).
121 Eup. (1841): turġan ol oraqčylar üstünä kimniŋdir ošbu qyz.
122 Eup. (1841): ǯoġap berdi. Cf. Targum: ǯoġap verdi (ianBay & erdal 1998: 18 [sentence 175]).
123 Eup. (1841): oġlan ol turġan ol oraqčylar üstünä.
124 Eup. (1841): qyzdyr.
125 Eup. (1841): bilän tüzlärindän.
126 Eup. (1841): da toplajim kültälärdä artyndan ol oraqčylarnyŋ.
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 {87} [3] [v]aχtyndan127 ol ˪tannyn da haliǵadejin butaqly edi ol
 {88} [4] olturmaġy anyn ol üv a azġynaq  128. רמאיו.
 {89} [5] Da ajtty Boaz Rutka muna tynlaġyn129 qyzym barmaġyn
 {90} [6] opĺaḿa özǵa uzǵa130 da daġyn ˪bundan ašmaġyn
 {91} [7] da bunda  131 jabušqun ˪qyrqynlarym qatyna  
132. ךיניע.
 {92} [8] Ḱ� ozĺarij ˪baqsynlar qajsy uz a  
133 ki orsalar da
 {93} [9] barġyn ˪alar artyna  
134 muna ˪bujurdum ol neǵarĺarǵa  
135
 {94} [10] tijḿasḱ�a saja da eger suvsasaj136 da barġyn
 {95} [11] ol savutlarġa137 da ičkin ˪qajdan ki śozśaĺar ol
 {96} [12] neǵarĺar  138. לפתו. Da uš u juzĺari üs uńa
 {97} [13] bašurdu jerǵa da ajtty {anar}139 ne ü un taptym
 {98} [14] širinlik ḱ�ozĺarij a140 tanyma meni da men jat ˪qatyn
 {99} [15] men  141. ןעיו. Da qaruv142 berdi Boaz da ajtty anar
 {100} [16] anlatylma anlatyldy maja ˪barča ne  
143 ki qyldyj ˪qajnaj
 {101} [17] byla  144 ˪öĺum sortun  
145 erij da kemištij atajny da
 {102} [18] anajny da ˪tuvmuš jerijni  
146 da bardyj ulusqa ki
127 The first letter of the word is covered by ink stain.
128 Eup. (1841): ärtäniŋ da endiġä deġin budyr oturġany ol evdä az.
129 Eup. (1841): ešittiŋ.
130 Eup. (1841): tarlovda.
131  Eup. (1841): mundan da bulaj. The equivalent of mundan in the Krymchak Targum is 
bundan see ianBay & erdal (1998: 18 [sentence 184]), cf. fn. 158.
132 Eup. (1841): χizmetkarlarym bilän.
133 Eup. (1841): tarlovda.
134 Eup. (1841): artlaryndan.
135  Eup. (1841): symarladym oġlanlaryna. Cf. Targum: sumarladym ol oġlanlarġa (ian-
Bay & erdal 1998: 18 [sentence 188]).
136  Eup. (1841): susasaŋ, for this phonetic shape of EKar. suvsa- ‘to get thirsty’ see also 
aqTay & jankoWSki (2015: 365).
137 Eup. (1841): saġytlarġa.
138 Eup. (1841): neden ki tartarlar ol oġlanlar.
139 Added by the copyist in the right margin.
140 Eup. (1841): közläriŋä.
141 Eup. (1841): this fragment is absent.
142 Eup. (1841): ǯoġap.
143 Eup. (1841): ǯümlä.
144 Eup. (1841): this fragment is absent.
145 Eup. (1841): ölgänindän soŋra.
146 Eup. (1841): da jerin tuvduġuŋnuŋ.
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 {103} [19] bilḿadij ˪ uńa an biri ḱ�un an  
147. םלשי. oĺaǵaj Adonaj
 {104} [20] jalyn išijnin da bolġaj jalyj ˪senin  
148 uǵal149 ˪Adonajdan Tenri-
 {105} [21] sin an  150 Israelnin ki keldij syjynma151 ˪hašgaχalary u uńa
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 {106} [1] ne anyn  152. רמאתו. Da ajtty ˪Rut  
153 tabajym širinlik
 {107} [2] ˪ḱ�ozĺarin a bijimnin  
154 ki uvuttuj meni da ki śozĺadij
 {108} [3] ḱ�oluńa155 qaravašyjnyn da men ˪nek bolmajm  
156 birisi kibik157
 {109} [4] qaravašlaryjnyn. רמאיו. Da ajtty anar Boaz ˪ol
 {110} [5] ašamaq vaχtta juvuġun beri  158 da ašaġyn ol ötḿak-
 {111} [6] an da mančqyn tigimijni sirḱ�aǵa da ˪olturdu
 {112} [7] janynda ol oruvčularnyn da ö u anar pražma  159
 {113} [8] da ašady da tojdu da qaldyrdy. םקתו. Da
 {114} [9] turdu opĺaḿa da ˪bujurdu Boaz neǵarĺarińa aj-
 {115} [10] tadoġač daġyn ol ḱ�ul aĺar arasyna jyštyrsyn da
 {116} [11] iḿandirḿajiz any  160. םגו. Da daġyn ˪suvurma
147  Eup. (1841): tünägin birsi kün. Cf. Targum: tüneen ebirsi künden (ianBay & erdal 
1998: 19 [sentence 209]).
148 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
149 Eup. (1841): tügäl qatyndan.
150 Eup. (1841): YWY Taŋrysynyŋ.
151 Eup. (1841): syġynma.
152 Eup. (1841): tibinä šeχinasynyn.
153  Eup. (1841): this word is absent. It is not in the Hebrew original (Ruth 2:13). Cf. Tar-
gum: this word is absent (ianBay & erdal 1998: 19 [sentence 219]).
154 Eup. (1841): közläriŋä beġim.
155 Eup. (1841): köŋlü üstunä.
156 Eup. (1841): bolmamdyr.
157 Eup. (1841): gibi.
158  Eup. (1841): aš vaχtyna juvuqlašqyn munda. Cf. Targum: aš vaqtynda juvuqlašqyn 
munda (ianBay & erdal 1998: 19 [sentences 228–229]).
159  Eup. (1841): oturdy jandyndan oraqčylarnyŋ da sundy aŋar ütkän ašlyq; the form üt-
kän in Eup. (1841) is obscure; its equivalent in the Targum is qavurulġan un ‘parched 
flour’ (ianBay & erdal 1998: 19 [sentence 233], 30) or ‘roasted flour’ (see reBi 2004: 
124 for the meaning ‘to roast’ qavur-). Cf. our commentary in 5.4 on pražma.
160  Eup. (1841): symarlady Boaz χizmetkarlaryna demä deġin arasyna ol kültälärniŋ čöp-
läsä da ujaltmaŋyz any.
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 {117} [12] suvurujuz  161 anar ol ḱ�ul aĺar an162 da kemišijiz da
 {118} [13] jyštyrsyn163 da  ˪juŕakĺanḿajiz anyn üs uńa  164.
 {119} [14] טקלתו. Da opĺa i uz a165 ol ingirgedejin
 {120} [15] da qaqty ošol ne166 ki opĺa i da edi167 ˪efah taχly
 {121} [16] arpalar  168. אשתו. Da aldy169 da keldi ol šahar-
 {122} [17] ġa da ḱ�or u ˪qajnasy ošol  
170 ne171 ki opĺa i da čyġar-
 {123} [18] dy da berdi anar ˪ošol ne ki  
172 qaldyrdy tojmaġyndan173.
 {124} [19] רמאתו. Da ajtty anar qajnasy174 anyn175 qajda op-
 {125} [20] ĺadij uǵun da qajda jyštyrdyj176 bolġaj tanyvčuj177
 {126} [21] alġyšly da anlatty qajnasyna178 ošol179 ki jyštyrdy180
 {127} [22] {{catchword:}} birǵasińa
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 {128} [1] birǵasińa da ajtty aty ol kišinin ki jyštyrdym181
 {129} [2] ˪anyn qatyna  
182 { uǵun}183 Boaz. רמאתו. Da ajtty Naami
161  Eup. (1841): kemišmä kemišiŋiz. Cf. Targum: suvurmaġa suvurġajsyz (ianBay & erd-
al 1998: 19 [sentence 239]).
162 Eup. (1841): baġlardan. Cf. Targum: baġlylardan (ianBay & erdal 1998: 19 [sentence 
239]).
163 Eup. (1841): čöpläsin.
164 Eup. (1841): qaqymaŋyz. 
165 Eup. (1841): tarlovda.
166 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
167 Eup. (1841): boldy.
168 Eup. (1841): kebič teġli arpa.
169 Eup. (1841): kötärdi.
170 Eup. (1841): qajnanasy ol.
171 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
172 Eup. (1841): ol ki.
173 Eup. (1841): tojġanyndan.
174 Eup. (1841): qajnanasy.
175 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
176 Eup. (1841): qyldyŋ.
177 Eup. (1841): tanyšyŋ.
178 Eup. (1841): qajnanasyna.
179 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
180 Eup. (1841): qyldy.
181 Eup. (1841): qyldym.
182 Eup. (1841): birgäsinä.
183 Added by the copyist in the right margin.
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 {130} [3] kelinińa alġyšlydy184 ol Adonajġa185 ki kemišḿadi
 {131} [4] šavaġatyn186 ˪da qyldy tiriĺarbyla da öĺuĺar byla-
 {132} [5] da  187 da ajtty anar Naami juvuqtu188 bizǵa ol
 {133} [6] kiši gečeǵaĺarimiz andir189 ol. רמאתו. Da
 {134} [7] ajtty Rut ol Moavly qatyn daġyn ki ajtty maja
 {135} [8] ol ˪neǵarĺar byla  
190 ki menim jabušqun ˪negin a ki u-
 {136} [9] ǵaĺĺaġajĺar ošol bar ol ormaqny  191 ki menim.
 {137} [10] רמאתו. Da ajtty Naami Rutqa192 kelinińa
 {138} [11] jaχšydyr qyzym ki čyqqajsen ˪qyrqynlary byla  
193 anyn194 da
 {139} [12] ˪ki jadatmaġajlar  
195 saja ˪özǵa uz a  
196. קבדתו.
 {140} [13] Da jabuštu qyrqynlaryna197 Boaznyn opĺaḿa ˪ u-
 {141} [14] ǵangin a ormaġy  198 ol arpalarnyn da ormaġy199 ol
 {142} [15] ˪budajlarnyn da olturdu qajnasybyla  
200. …
Ruth 3:1–18
 {142} [15]   … רמאתו.
 {143} [16] Da ajtty anar Naami qajnasy201 ˪anyn e  
202 qyzym muna
184 Eup. (1841): alġyšlydyr.
185 Eup. (1841): YWY-dän.
186 Eup. (1841): šaġavatyn.
187 Eup. (1841): ol tirilär bilän da ölülär bilän.
188 Eup. (1841): juvuqtyr.
189  Eup. (1841): juluvčymyzdandyr. The word gečeǵa has been used in manuscript III-73 as 
a translation of Hebr. לָאָגּ ‘redeemer, savior’; cf. SWKar. gecege ‘avenger’ (mardkoWicz 
1935: 25); for the semantic shift, see our commentary in 5.4 below.
190 Eup. (1841): oġlanlar bilän.
191 Eup. (1841): deginčä ančaq tavusqajlar ǯümlä ol oraqny.
192 Eup. (1841): Rut.
193 Eup. (1841): χizmätkarlary bilän.
194 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
195 Eup. (1841): učramasynlar.
196 Eup. (1841): öŋgä tarlovda.
197 Eup. (1841): χizmätkarlaryna.
198 Eup. (1841): tavusylġanyna deġin oraġy.
199 Eup. (1841): oraġy.
200 Eup. (1841): ašlyqlarnyŋ da oturdy qajnanasy bilän.
201 Eup. (1841): qajnanasy.
202 Eup. (1841): this fragment is absent.
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 {144} [17] izĺajim203 saja tynčlyq ki jaχšy bolġaj saja. התעו.
 {145} [18] Da haligeńa204 muna Boaz  ˪juvuġumuzdu ol ki edij
 {146} [19] qyrqynlary qatyna anyn  205 muna ol vejatetir206 ošol207 yn-
 {147} [20] dyryn ol arpalarnyn bu ke ani208. תצחרו. Da juvun-
 {148} [21] ġun da jaġynġyn209 da kojġun jaχšy210 upraqlaryjny üs-
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 {149} [1] uja da engin ol yndyrġa bilinmaġyn kišiǵa a211
 {150} [2] uǵaĺĺaǵanińadejin212 ašama da ičḿa. יהיו. Da
 {151} [3] bolġaj  ˪jatqanyndan sortun  213 da bilgin  ˪ošol ol orunnu
 {152} [4] ki jatyr  214 anda da kelgin da ačqyn  ˪ajaqlarynda anyn  215
 {153} [5] da jatqyn da ol anlatyr saja ne ki qylġajsen.
 {154} [6] רמאתו. {Da ajtty}216 anar Rut217  ˪barča  218 {ne}219 ki ajtsaj maja qylarmen220.
 {155} [7] דרתו. Da endi ol yndyrġa da qyldy
 {156} [8] ˪barča ne ki bujurdu  
221 anar qajnasy222 anyn. לכאיו.
203 Eup. (1841): izlärmin.
204 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
205 Eup. (1841): bilišimiz ki boldyŋ χizmätkarlary bilän.
206 Eup. (1841): suvurajdyr.
207 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
208 Eup. (1841): bugäčä.
209 Eup. (1841): qujunġun.
210 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
211 Eup. (1841): kišigä.
212 Eup. (1841): tavusqanyna deġin.
213 Eup. (1841): jatqanynda.
214 Eup. (1841): ol jerni ki jatsa.
215 Eup. (1841): ajaqlaryn.
216 This fragment was added by the copyist on the right margin. 
217  Eup. (1841): this word is absent. It is not in the Hebrew original (Ruth 3:5). Cf. Targum: 
this word is absent (ianBay & erdal 1998: 20 [sentence 301]).
218 Eup. (1841): ǯümlä.
219 Added by the copyist on the left margin. Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
220 Eup. (1841): qylajym.
221  Eup. (1841): ǯümlä nečiki syma[r]lady. In the latter word, the letter resh is not pressed 
probably due to a typesetting or printing error (there is a space left in the word); nečiki 
should probably be explained as nečik ‘as, in the same way as’ + ki, i.e. a subordinating 
conjunction introducing dependant clauses often used in compounds with pronouns. In 
KarRPS (419) it is attributed only to NWKar., but aqTay & jankoWSki (2015: 251) also 
quote it based on Crimean sources.
222 Eup. (1841): qajnanasy.
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 {157} [9] Da ašady Boaz da ičti da ˪šatyrlandy juŕagi
 {158} [10] anyn  223 da keldi jatma ˪učunda ol styrtanyn  
224 da
 {159} [11] keldi Rut225 aqyrtynlyqbyla226 da ačty ˪ajaqlarynda
 {160} [12] anyn  227 da jatty. יהיו. Da edi  ˪jarty ol ke a-
 {161} [13] a  228 da qaltrady ol kiši {da}229 qynġyrajdy230 da muna
 {162} [14] qatyn  ˪jatady ajaqlarynda anyn  231. רמאיו. Da
 {163} [15] ajtty Boaz232 ˪kim sen sen  
233 da ajtty menmen234 Rut
 {164} [16] qaravašyj da jajġyn qanatyjny235 qaravašyj üs uńa ki
 {165} [17] ki236 gečeǵadir237 sen. רמאיו. Da ajtty Boaz238
 {166} [18] alġyšlydyr sen Adonajġa239 qyzym jaχšyraq240 ettij
 {167} [19] ˪šavaġatyjny ol sondraġyny ol burunġudan barmasqa  
241
 {168} [20] artyndan ol jigitĺarnin hem242 jarly hem243 χoǯa. התעו.
223  Eup. (1841): jaχšy boldy köŋli. Cf. Targum: jaχšy oldu köŋlü (ianBay & erdal 1998: 20 
[sentence 306]).
224  Eup. (1841): qyjyrynda ol čeränniŋ. Cf. Targum: učunda ol čerenniŋ (ianBay & erdal 
1998: 20 [sentence 310]).
225  Eup. (1841): this word is absent. It is not in the Hebrew original (Ruth 3:7). Cf. Targum: 
Rut (ianBay & erdal 1998: 20 [sentence 311]).
226  Eup. (1841): aqrytynlyk bilän; EKar. aqrytynlyk is not noted in this shape in dictionar-
ies (see KarRPS 60, aqTay & jankoWSki 2015: 46).
227 Eup. (1841): ajaqlaryn.
228 Eup. (1841): jarymysynda ol kečäniŋ.
229 Added by the copyist in the left margin.
230 Eup. (1841): ilandy.
231 Eup. (1841): jatadyr ajaġy tibinä.
232  Eup. (1841): this word is absent. It is not in the Hebrew original (Ruth 3:9). Cf. Targum: 
this word is absent (ianBay & erdal 1998: 21 [sentence 326]).
233 Eup. (1841): kimdir sen.
234 Eup. (1841): men.
235  Eup. (1841): etäġiŋni, i.e. ‘your skirt, your corner of a garment (acc.)’, cf. Hebr. ףָנָכּ 
‘1. wing; 2. skirt; corner, end’ used in the original; cf. also Ruth 2:12. In the Targum this 
word is omitted (see ianBay & erdal 1998: 21 [sentence 328]).
236 This word is most probably repeated mistakenly.
237 Eup. (1841): juluvčydyr.
238  Eup. (1841): this word is absent. It is not in the Hebrew original (Ruth 3:10). Cf. Tar-
gum: this word is absent (Ianbay & Erdal 1998: 21 [sentence 331]).
239 Eup. (1841): YWY-dän.
240 Eup. (1841): jaχšy.
241 Eup. (1841): soŋraġy šaġavatyŋny ol burunġydan artyq barmamaqqa. Cf. Targum: ol 
soŋraġy keremiŋni ol evelkiden artyq (ianBay & erdal 1998: 21 [sentence 332]).
242 Eup. (1841): egär.
243 Eup. (1841): da egär.
MICHAŁ NÉMETH68
 {169} [21] Da haligińa244 qyzym qorqmaġyn ˪barča ne  
245 ki ajtsaj
 {170} [22] {{catchword:}} qylarmen
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 {171} [1] qylarmen246 {saja}247 ki ˪biĺadi bar šahary  
248 ulusumnun ki tuvušlu249
 {172} [2] qatyndyr sen. התעו. Da haligińa250 ki ˪kerti an ki
 {173} [3] ge aǵadir  251 men da daġyn bardy ˪gečeǵa juvuqraq  
252 men an.
 {174} [4] יניל. Qonġun bu ke ani253 da bolġaj er anbyla254 da255
 {175} [5] eger julusa256 seni tov ˪ün aĺadoġan juvuq  
257 julusun258
 {176} [6] da eger ˪kĺaḿaśa juluma  
259 da julurmen260 {seni}261 men qajjamdy262
 {177} [7] Adonaj jatqyn ol tanġadejin263. בכשתו. Da
 {178} [8] jatty264 ˪ajaklarynda anyn  
265 ol tanġadejin266 da tur-
 {179} [9] du tanymastan burun kiši ˪ošol dostun  
267 da ajtty
 {180} [10] Boaz268 bilinḿasin ki keldi ol qatyn ol yndyr-
244 Eup. (1841): endi.
245 Eup. (1841): ǯümlä.
246 Eup. (1841): qylajym.
247 Added by the copyist in the upper margin.
248 Eup. (1841): bilir ǯümlä qabaġy. Kar. qabaq is used also in III-73, see line 228.
249 Eup. (1841): quvatly.
250 Eup. (1841): endi.
251 Eup. (1841): kerti ki juluvčydyr.
252 Eup. (1841): juluvčy juvuq.
253 Eup. (1841): gečä.
254 Eup. (1841): ertä bilän.
255 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
256 Eup. (1841): julsa.
257 Eup. (1841): this fragment is absent.
258 Eup. (1841): julsyn.
259 Eup. (1841): kilämäsä julma.
260 Eup. (1841): julajym.
261 Added by the copyist in the left margin.
262 Eup. (1841): qajjamdyr.
263 Eup. (1841): ertägä deġin.
264 Eup. (1841): jetti; ja > je influenced by the j-.
265 Eup. (1841): ajaġy tibinä.
266 Eup. (1841): ertägä deġin.
267 Eup. (1841): dostyn.
268  Eup. (1841): this word is absent. It is not in the Hebrew original (Ruth 3:14). Cf. Tar-
gum: this word is absent (ianBay & erdal 1998: 21 [sentence 358]).
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 {181} [11] ġa. רמאיו. Da ajtty ˪Boaz Rutqa  
269 bergin
 {182} [12] ol uŕun akni270 ki üs uj a271 da tutqun any
 {183} [13] da tuttu any da öl adi alty ˪öl ov
272 arpa-
 {184} [14] lar  273 da qojdu anyn274 üs uńa da keldi Boaz275 ol
 {185} [15] šaharġa. אובתו. Da keldi Rut276 qajnasyna277 da
269  Eup. (1841): this fragment is absent. It is not in the Hebrew original (Ruth 3:15). Cf. Tar-
gum: this fragment is absent (ianBay & erdal 1998: 21 [sentence 361]).
270  Eup. (1841): mešparny (i.e. mešpar with the accusative suffix); in Shoresh davar (1831: 
98) the Hebr. תוֹפָטֲעַמַה ְׁו תוֹצָלֲח ַֽמַה ‘the festal robes, and the mantles’ (Isaiah 3:22; King James 
2000) is explained as יִנ ְׁרַלאַפַר ְׁשֵמ לוֹא ַד יִנ ְׁרַל ְׁקַר ְׁפוּא אַמ ְׁריִשיִגֵד לוֹא Ol deġiširmä upraqlarny da 
ol mešrafalarny ‘Changing the clothes and the mešrafas’, i.e. the Hebrew equivalents 
for the word are תַחַפ ְׁטִמַה ‘the veil’ in Ruth 3:15 and תוֹפָטֲע ַ֣מַה ְׁו ‘the mantles’ in Isaiah 3:22. 
In KarRPS (406) the word appears in another phonetic shape, namely as EKar. mašapa 
‘head-scarf’ and is classified as an Arabic loanword (see also aqTay & jankoWSki (2015: 
235) and levi (2005: 69, s.v. платок)), whereas in Eup. (1841), in Isaiah 3:22, Hebr. 
תוֹחָפ ְׁטִמַה ְׁו ‘and the cloacks’ is translated into Karaim as da ol mašpalarnyŋ (i.e. mašpa 
with the genitive case suffix). For more on the e ~ a alternation in Arabic loanwords cf. e.g. 
NWKar. savahat ~ SWKar ševahat ‘mercy, kindness’ (see KarRPS 649, némeTH 2011: 315, 
respectively. The existence of metathetic variants, i.e. with p – r and r – p (> f), seems not 
unusual, cf.  e.g. SWKar. savahat ~ NWKar. ševahat ~ EKar. šaġavat ‘mercy, kindness’ 
(see KarRPS 454, 649; SulimoWicz 1972: 50, 1973: 98, aqTay & jankoWSki 2015: 370, Cam-
bridge MS: 24 vo, 28 ro, 69 ro etc., respectively, cf. also Arm.-Kipch. šaġavat in Tryjarski 
1972: 719) or SWKar. malχam ‘ointment’ ~ NWKar. malχem id. ~ EKar. meχlem ‘balsam, 
medicine’ (KarRPS 403, 416), EKar. čyraqpa ~ čyrapqa (aqTay & jankoWSki 2015: 121; 
Cambridge MS: 78 ro, 79 vo). I would, therefore, treat mešpar and mešrafa as variants 
of the same word (e.g. by way of the following chain of changes: mešrafa ~ *mešrapa 
> *mešpara > mešpar), whereas mašapa ~ mašpa seem to have evolved from mešrafa ~ 
*mešrapa by reducing the -šr- cluster.
The above suggests that mešpar ~ mešrafa ~ mašapa ~ mašpa stand for ‘a cloak-
like garment’ or a ‘head-scarf’. In the description of Karaim traditional garments by 
polkanova (2012: 143) we find only mašapa ‘head-scarf’. The word is not mentioned 
in W. zajączkowski (1961). Cf. Targum: marama ‘scarf, shawl’ (ianBay & erdal 1998: 21 
[sentence 361], 32, 44), ‘a head-scarf for women made of thin fabric’ (reBi 2004: 143). 
I thank Aishe Emirova, M.A. (Poznań) for drawing my attention to the form mašapa 
and to Polkanova’s article.
271 Eup. (1841): üstüŋä.
272 Cf. NWKar. öl av ‘measure’ (KarRPS 440). Cf. our commentary in 5.4. below.
273 Eup. (1841): ölčä arpa.
274 Eup. (1841): this word is absent. 
275  Eup. (1841): this word is absent. It is not in the Hebrew original (Ruth 3:15). Cf. Targum: 
this word is absent (ianBay & erdal 1998: 21 [sentence 365]).
276  Eup. (1841): this word is absent. It is not in the Hebrew original (Ruth 3:16). Cf. Tar-
gum: this word is absent (ianBay & erdal 1998: 21 [sentence 372]).
277 Eup. (1841): qajnanasyna.
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 {186} [16] ajtty qajnasy278 ˪kim sen sen  
279 qyzym da anlatty anar
 {187} [17] ˪ošol barča  
280 ne ki qyldy anar ol kiši. אובתו.
 {188} [18] Da ajtty Rut281 alty ˪öl ov ol arpalarny oš-
 {189} [19] pularny  282 berdi maja ki ajtty maja kelḿagin boš
 {190} [20] qajnaja283. רמאתו. Da ajtty Naami284 olturġun285
 {191} [21] qyzym negin a286 ki bilǵajsen nečik u ar nerśa287
Page 346 vo
 {192} [1] ki ˪tek turmasty  
288 ol kiši ki ančaq ˪ uǵaĺĺar ol ner-
 {193} [2] śani  289 uǵun. … 
Ruth 4:1–22
 {193} [2]   … זעבו. Da Boaz ˪bardy ol oŕa
 {194} [3] üvǵa da olturdu  290 anda da muna ol ˪gečeǵa
 {195} [4] ašady  291 {ki}292 śozĺadi Boaz da ajtty qajyrylġyn olturġun293
 {196} [5] bunda294 falan fastan da qajyryldy da olturdu295.
 {197} [6] חקיו. Da aldy on eŕanĺar296 qartlaryndan ol
278 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
279 Eup. (1841): kimdir sen.
280 Eup. (1841): this fragment is absent.
281  Eup. (1841): this word is absent. It is not in the Hebrew original (Ruth 3:17). Cf. Targum: 
this word is absent (ianBay & erdal 1998: 22 [sentence 378]).
282 Eup. (1841): ušbu ölčä arpany.
283 Eup. (1841): qajnanaŋa.
284  Eup. (1841): this word is absent. It is not in the Hebrew original (Ruth 3:18). Cf. Tar-
gum: this word is absent (ianBay & erdal 1998: 22 [sentence 381]).
285 Eup. (1841): oturġyn.
286 Eup. (1841): deġinčä.
287 Eup. (1841): söz.
288 Eup. (1841): tynč bolmastyr; tek tur- noted only for EKar. in KarRPS (561, s.v. тэк).
289 Eup. (1841): tavusyr ol išni. 
290 Eup. (1841): čyqty ol qabaqqa da oturdy.
291  Eup. (1841): juluvčy kečijdir; in the latter progressive form an ä > -i change seems to 
have occurred in the second syllable due to the adjacent j.
292 Added by the copyist on the right margin.
293 Eup. (1841): oturġyn.
294 Eup. (1841): munda.
295 Eup. (1841): oturdy.
296 Eup. (1841): kišilär.
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 {198} [7] šaharnyn da ajtty ˪olturujuz bunda  
297 da oltur-
 {199} [8] dular298. רמאיו. Da ajtty Boaz299 ˪gečeǵaǵa
 {200} [9] öĺu un uzńun ki qaryndašymyznyn  300 Elimeleχ-
 {201} [10] nin satty Naami ki qajtty uźun an Moavnyn.
 {202} [11] {ינאו}301. Da men ajttym ašχartajym302 qulaġyja ajtadoġač303
 {203} [12] satyn alġyn öźuja qaršysynda ol olturuvču-
 {204} [13] larnyn304 da qaršysyna qartlarynyn ulusumnun eger
 {205} [14] j˪ulusaj juluġun  305 da eger julumasa306 anlatqyn maja
 {206} [15] da {biĺajim ki joχtur}307 sendan bašqa juluma308 da
 {207} [16] men ˪sen an sortun  
309 da ajtty men julurmen310.
 {208} [17] רמאיו. Da ajtty Boaz satynalġan ḱ�uńuj-
 {209} [18] a ol uzńu311 qolundan Naaminin da ˪Rutnun ol
 {210} [19] Moavly qatyndan  312 qatynyn ol öĺuńun ˪satyn aldyj  
313
 {211} [20] turġuzma {atyn}314 ol öĺuńun üĺu u üs uńa.
 {212} [21] רמאיו. Da ajtty ol ˪gečeǵa bolalmanmen
315
 {213} [22] {{catchword:}} juluma
297 Eup. (1841): oturuŋyz munda.
298 Eup. (1841): oturdylar.
299  Eup. (1841): this word is absent. It is not in the Hebrew original (Ruth 4:3). Cf. Targum: 
this word is absent (ianBay & erdal 1998: 22 [sentence 395]).
300 Eup. (1841): juluvčyġa paj ol tarlovnyŋ ki qardašymyz.
301 Added by the copyist on the right margin.
302 Medial -χ- spelled with the letter kaph.
303 Eup. (1841): demä.
304 Eup. (1841): oturġanlarnyn.
305 Eup. (1841): julsaŋ julġyn.
306 Eup. (1841): julmasaŋ.
307 This fragment is barely legible. Reconstructed based on Eup. (1841).
308 Eup. (1841): julma.
309 Eup. (1841): artyŋdan.
310 Eup. (1841): julajym.
311 Eup. (1841): tarlovny.
312 Eup. (1841): qatyndan ol Rut Moavlynyŋ.
313 Eup. (1841): satyn alyrsyn.
314 Added by the copyist on the left margin.
315  An inabilitive mood construction with a -mm- > -nm- dissimilative change, i.e. < bolal-
mammen. See also line 215. 
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 {214} [1] juluma  316 öźuḿa ˪maġat čajparmen ošol üĺu umnu juluġun  
317
 {215} [2] öźuja sen ˪ošol julumaġymny ki bolalmanmen juluma  
318. תאזו.
 {216} [3] Da bu ˪kečinḿak edi avaldan  
319 Israel a ol julumaq320 ü un
 {217} [4] da ol alyšmaq321 ü un qajjam etḿa bar322 śozńu suvurure-
 {218} [5] di kiši etigin da beriredi dostuna da bu edi {ol}323 šarajat324
 {219} [6] Israel a. רמאיו. Da ajtty ol gečeǵa325 Boazġa
 {220} [7] satyn alġyn öźuja da suvurdu etigin. רמאיו. Da
 {221} [8] ajtty Boaz qartlarġa326 da bar327 ol ulusqa tanyqlar328 siz uǵun
 {222} [9] ki satyn aldym ˪ošol barča ne  
329 ki Elimeleχnin da ˪ošol barča
 {223} [10] ne  330 ki ˪Maχlonnun da Kilyonnun  
331 qolundan Naaminin. םגו. Da
 {224} [11] daġyn ˪ošol Rutnu ol Moavly qatynny  
332 qatynyn Maχlonnun satyn
 {225} [12] aldym öźuḿa qatynlyq{q}a333 turġuzma atyn ol öĺuńun
 {226} [13] öĺu u üs uńa ˪ki eksilḿaǵaj  
334 aty ol öĺuńun ˪qaryn-
 {227} [14] dašlary arasyndan  335 da qabaġyndan ornunun336 tanyqlardyrsiz
 {228} [15] uǵun. ורמאיו. Da ajttylar bar337 ol ulus ki qabaq-
316 Eup. (1841): juluvčy bulaj almamdyr julma.
317 Eup. (1841): bolmaġaj čajpaġajmyn ülüšimni julġyn.
318 Eup. (1841): ol juluvymny ki bulaj almamdyr julma.
319 Eup. (1841): resim burun.
320 Eup. (1841): juluv.
321 Eup. (1841): deġiširmäk.
322 Eup. (1841): ǯümlä.
323 Added by the copyist in the left margin.
324 Eup. (1841): tanyqlyq kibik.
325 Eup. (1841): juluvčy.
326 Eup. (1841): ol qartlarġa.
327 Eup. (1841): ǯümlä.
328 Eup. (1841): tanyqlardyr.
329 Eup. (1841): ǯümlä.
330 Eup. (1841): ǯümlä.
331  Eup. (1841): Kilyonnnyŋ da Maχlonnyŋ. In the Hebrew original there is ןוֹ֑ל ְׁחַמוּ ןוֹ֖י ְׁלִכ ְׁל ‘of 
Chilion and Mahlon’ (Ruth 4:9). Cf. Targum: Kiljonġa da maχlonġa (ianBay & erdal 
1998: 23 [sentence 442]).
332 Eup. (1841): Rut ol Moavlyny.
333 A medial -q- is missing due to a clerical error; cf. line 236; Eup. (1841): χatynlyqqa.
334 Eup. (1841): da kesilmäġäj.
335 Eup. (1841): qatyndan qardašlarynyŋ.
336 Eup. (1841): jeriniŋ.
337 Eup. (1841): ǯümlä.
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 {229} [16] ta da ol qartlar tanyqlarbiz338 berǵaj Adonaj ˪ošol ol  
339 qatyn-
 {230} [17] nny340 ol kelǵanni341 ü uja ˪Raχelni kibik da Leahny kibik  
342 ki
 {231} [18] qondardylar ˪eksiĺari a ošol ü uń Israelnin  
343 da ˪qylġyn
 {232} [19] tuvušluq Efratta da ataġyn  344 at Bet Leχem a. יהיו.
 {233} [20] Da bolġaj ü uj senin345 ü u kibik346 Perecnin ki oradi347
 {234} [21] Tamar Jehudaġa ol urluqtan ki berśa348 Adonaj saja ˪ol 
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 {235} [1] qatyndan ošpu  349. חקיו. Da aldy Boaz ošol350 Rut{nu}351 da boldu
 {236} [2] anar qatynlyqqa da keldi anar da berdi ˪anar Adonaj  
352 χamila-
 {237} [3] lyq da oŕadi353 uvul. הנרמאתו. Da ajttylar ol
 {238} [4] qatynlar Naamiǵa maχtavlydy354 Adonaj ki eksitḿadi
 {239} [5] saja gečeǵani355 uǵun da atalsyn356 aty anyn357 Israel a.
 {240} [6] היהו. Da bolġaj saja qajtaruvčuġa ǯanny da besĺaḿa
 {241} [7] ošol358 pirligijni ki kelinij ki śuv u seni oŕadi359 any ki
338 Eup. (1841): tanyqlar.
339  Eup. (1841): this fragment is absent. Cf. Targum: bu ol (ianBay & erdal 1998: 23 [sen-
tence 449]).
340 The third letter nun is a clerical error.
341 Eup. (1841): kelgän.
342 Eup. (1841): Raχel gibi da Leah gibi.
343 Eup. (1841): ekisi ǯamaʿatyn Israelniŋ.
344  Eup. (1841): qylġajsyn čeriv Efratda da ašaġajsyn; ašaġajsyn is possibly a misprint 
pro ataġajsyn. Cf. Targum: etkin asker efratda da olġun čaqyrġan (ianBay & erdal 
1998: 23 [sentences 452–453])
345 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
346 Eup. (1841): gibi.
347 Eup. (1841): doġurdy. Cf. Targum: doġurdu (ianBay & erdal 1998: 23 [sentence 455]).
348 Eup. (1841): bergäj.
349  Eup. (1841): ušbu qyzdan. Cf. Targum: bu ol genčten (ianBay & erdal 1998: 23 [sen-
tence 457]).
350 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
351 The suffix was added by the copyist in the upper margin.
352 Eup. (1841): YWY aŋar.
353 Eup. (1841): doġurdy.
354 Eup. (1841): maχtavlydyr.
355 Eup. (1841): juluvčy.
356 Eup. (1841): atalġaj.
357 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
358 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
359 Eup. (1841): doġurdy.
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 {242} [8] ol jaχšyraqty360 saja jedi uvullardan361. חקתו. Da aldy
 {243} [9] Naami ˪ošol ol ulanny  
362 da qojdu any qojnunda363 da
 {244} [10] boldu anar ös uŕuv uǵa364. הנארקתו. Da atadylar
 {245} [11] anar ol qo{n}šular365 at ˪ajtadoġač tuvdu  
366 uvul Naamiǵa
 {246} [12] da atadylar atyn anyn367 Oved oldu368 atasy Jišajnyn atasynyn369
 {247} [13] Davidnin. הלאו. Da bulardylar tuvmušlary370 Perecnin Perec
 {248} [14] tuvdurdu371 ošol372 Χečronnu. ןורצחו. Da Χečron tuv-
 {249} [15] durdu373 ošol374 Ramny da Ram tuvdurdu375 ošol376 Aminadav-
 {250} [16] ny. בדנימעו. Da Aminadav tuvdurdu377 ošol378 Naχšon-
 {251} [17] nu da Naχšon tuvdurdu379 ošol380 Šalmany. ןומלשו. Da
 {252} [18] Šalmon tuvdurdu381 ošol382 Boazny da Boaz tuvdurdu383 ošol384
 {253} [19] Ovedni. דבעו. Da Oved tuvdurdu385 ošol386 Jišajny
 {254} [20] da Jišaj tuvdurdu387 ošol388 Davidni.
360 Eup. (1841): jaχšydyr.
361 Eup. (1841): oġlanlardan artyq.
362 Eup. (1841): oġlanny.
363 Eup. (1841): qojnuna.
364 Eup. (1841): dajaġa. Cf. Targum: dajanaġa (ianBay & erdal 1998: 23 [sentence 472]).
365 The letter nun has been added later to the word interlinearly.
366 Eup. (1841): demä doġdy.
367 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
368 Eup. (1841): oldyr.
369 Eup. (1841): atasy.
370  Eup. (1841): tuvduqlary. Cf. Targum: tuvduqlary (ianBay & erdal 1998: 24 [sentence 
477]).
371 Eup. (1841): doġurdy. Cf. Targum: doġurttu (ianBay & erdal 1998: 24 [sentence 478]).
372  Eup. (1841): this word is absent. Cf. Targum: this word is absent (ianBay & erdal 1998: 
24 [sentence 478]).
373 Eup. (1841): doġurdy.
374 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
375 Eup. (1841): doġurdy.
376 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
377 Eup. (1841): doġurdy.
378 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
379 Eup. (1841): doġurdy.
380 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
381 Eup. (1841): doġurdy.
382 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
383 Eup. (1841): doġurdy.
384 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
385 Eup. (1841): doġurdy.
386 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.
387 Eup. (1841): doġurdy.
388 Eup. (1841): this word is absent.




 {1} [1] (1) Now it came to pass in the days
 {2} [2] when the judges ruled, 
 {3} [3] that there was a famine in the land, and a man of Beth-
 {4} [4] lehemjudah went to sojourn in the plain of Moab, he,
 {5} [5] and his wife, and his two sons. (2) And
 {6} [6] the name of the man was Elimelech, and the name of his wife Naomi, and
 {7} [7] the name of his two sons Mahlon and Chilion, Ephrathites of Beth-
 {8} [8] lehemjudah, and they came into the plain of Moab, and
 {9} [9] remained there. (3) And Elimelech the husband
 {10} [10] of Naomi died; and she was left, and her two sons.
 {11} [11] (4) And they took them wives of the women of Moab;
 {12} [12] the name of the one was Orpah, and the name of the other Ruth:
 {13} [13] and they dwelled there about ten years. (5)
 {14} [14] And Mahlon and Chilion died also both of them; and
 {15} [15] the woman was left without her two sons and her husband.
 {16} [16] (6) Then she arose with her daughters-in-law, to return
 {17} [17] from the plain of Moab: for she had heard in the plain of Moab how
 {18} [18] that the Lord had remembered his people in giving them
 {19} [19] food. (7) So she set out from the place where she was
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 {20} [1] with her two daughters-in-law, and they went
 {21} [2] on the way to return to the land of Judah. (8) And
 {22} [3] Naomi said to her two daughters-in-law, ‘Go, return each
 {23} [4] of you to her mother’s house: May the Lord deal kindly
 {24} [5] as you have dealt with the dead, and with me. (9) 
 {25} [6] The Lord grant you that you may find rest,
 {26} [7] each of you in the house of her husband.’ Then she kissed them; and
 {27} [8] they lifted up their voices, and wept. (10)
 {28} [9] And they said to her, ‘We will return with you to your people.
 {29} [10] (11) And Naomi said them, ‘Turn back, my daughters:
 {30} [11] why will you go with me? Are there yet any more
 {31} [12] sons in my womb, that they may become your husbands?
 {32} [13] (12) Turn back, my daughters, go your way; for I am too old
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 {33} [14] to have a husband. If I should say, I have
 {34} [15] hope, if I should have a husband also tonight,
 {35} [16] and should also bear sons; (13)
 {36} [17] Would you have hope for them till they were grown?
 {37} [18] Would you be helpless389 being not behind a [i.e. having no] husband?
 {38} [19] Do not do that, my daughters; for it grieves me much for your sakes
 {39} [20] that the hand of the Lord has gone out against me.’ (14)
 {40} [21] And they lifted up their voices, and wept again: and
 {41} [22] {{catchword:}} [Orphah] kissed
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 {42} [1] Orpah kissed her mother-in-law; but Ruth clung to her.
 {43} [2] (15) And Naomi said to Rut, ‘Behold,
 {44} [3] your sister-in-law has gone back to her people, and to serve her gods:
 {45} [4] return you after your sister-in-law.’ (16)
 {46} [5] But Ruth said, ‘Do not tire me [by asking] to leave you
 {47} [6] or to return from following after you. For where you go I will
 {48} [7] go, and where you lodge I will lodge: your people
 {49} [8] shall be my people, and your God my God.
 {50} [9] (17) Where you die, there will I die, and
 {51} [10] there will I be buried: the Lord do so to me, and
 {52} [11] more also, if anything but death parts me
 {53} [12] and you.’ (18) And she saw that she became strong
 {54} [13] [in her will] to go with her, she ceased speaking to her.
 {55} [14] (19) And the two of them went on until they came
 {56} [15] to Bethlehem. And when they were come
 {57} [16] to Bethlehem, the whole town resounded because of them,
 {58} [17] saying: ‘Is this Naomi?’ (20)
 {59} [18] And she said unto them, ‘Call me not Naomi, call
 {60} [19] me heavy-hearted390: for the Almighty has troubled me
 {61} [20] much. (21) I went away full with goods, and
 {62} [21] the Lord has brought me back empty: why call me Naomi,
389  In III-73: zabun bol-: the word’s meaning is reconstructed based on Pers. نوبز zabūn 
‘weak, infirm, helpless’ (joHnSon 1852: 649; STeingaSS 1892: 610).
390 Literally: bitter-hearted.
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 {63} [1] when the Lord has harmed me and the Almighty has been bad for me?’
 {64} [2] (22) So Naomi returned, and Ruth the Moabitess,
 {65} [3] her daughter-in-law, with her, who returned out of the plain of Moab: and
 {66} [4] they came to Bethlehem in the beginning of
 {67} [5] barley harvest. …
Ruth 2:1–23
 {67} [5] … (1) And Naomi had a kinsman of her husband’s,
 {68} [6] a mighty man of wealth, of the family of Elimelech; and
 {69} [7] his name was Boaz. (2) And Ruth the Moabitess said
 {70} [8] to Naomi, ‘Let me now go to the field, and
 {71} [9] glean ears of grain after him in whose sight I shall find grace.’
 {72} [10] And Naomi said to her, ‘Go, my daughter.’
 {73} [11] (3) And she went, and came, and gleaned in the field
 {74} [12] after the reapers: and she happened
 {75} [13] to come to a part of the field belonging unto Boaz, who was
 {76} [14] of the family of Elimelech. (4) And, behold, Boaz came from Bethlehem,
 {77} [15] and said unto the reapers, ‘The Lord’s help
 {78} [16] be with you.’ And they answered him, ‘The Lord bless you.’
 {79} [17] (5) Then said Boaz to his servant standing
 {80} [18] over the reapers, ‘Whose young woman is
 {81} [19] this?’ (6) And answered the servant that was set over the
 {82} [20] reapers and said, ‘It is the Moabite woman
 {83} [21] that came back with Naomi out of the plain of Moab. (7)
 {84} [22] {{catchword:}} And she said,
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 {85} [1] And she said, “Let me glean and gather among the sheaves
 {86} [2] after the reapers”. And she came and has continued
 {87} [3] from early morning until now except that she
 {88} [4] sat a little in the house.’ (8)
 {89} [5] And Boaz said to Ruth, ‘Behold, listen, my daughter, do not go
 {90} [6] to glean in another field or leave this one,
 {91} [7] but keep close to my maid-servants. (9)
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 {92} [8] Let your eyes be on the field that they are reaping, and
 {93} [9] go after them. Behold, I have instructed the servants
 {94} [10] not to touch you. And when you are thirsty, go
 {95} [11] to the vessels and drink of that which the servants would say.’
 {96} [12] (10) Then she fell on her face,
 {97} [13] and bowed to the ground, and said to him, ‘Why have I found
 {98} [14]  grace in your eyes, that you should take knowledge of me, since I am a for-
eigner?’
 {99} [15] (11) And Boaz answered her,
 {100} [16] ‘It has fully been told to me, all that you have done unto your mother-in-law
 {101} [17] since the death of your husband: and how you have left your father and
 {102} [18] your mother, and your native land and came to a people
 {103} [19] that you did not know before. (12) May the Lord pay your
 {104} [20]  your reward for what you have done, and may a full reward be given you by 
the Lord, the God
 {105} [21] of Israel, under whose providence you have come to take refuge!’
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 {106} [1] (13) Then Rut said, ‘Let me find favour
 {107} [2] in the eyes of my Lord; for you have comforted me, and you have spoken
 {108} [3] to the hearts of your handmaids, though I am not one of
 {109} [4] your servants. (14) And Boaz said unto her
 {110} [5] at mealtime, ‘Come closer, and eat of the bread,
 {111} [6] and dip your morsel in the vinegar.’ And she sat
 {112} [7] beside the reapers: and he passed to her roasted grain391,
 {113} [8] and she did eat, and was satisfied, and left. (15) And
 {114} [9] she rose to glean, and Boaz instructed his servants,
 {115} [10] saying, ‘Let her gather even among the sheaves, and
 {116} [11] do not put her to shame. (16) And also pull
 {117} [12] out some from the sheaves for her and leave it
391  In III-73: pražma. The meaning is reconstructed based on the Hebrew original where we 
have יִלָק ‘roasted grain’ or ‘parched corn’ (Ruth 2:14), see klein (1987: 579), and based 
on the meaning of the Slavonic etymon of the word, i.e. ESlav. пряжити ‘to roast)’, 
cf. пряжити in the 17th–18th-century Russian (SRJa XI–XVIII, vol. XXI: 25).
An EArly north-WEstErn KArAim BiBlE trAnslAtion from 1720. PArt 2 79
 {118} [13] for her to gather, and rebuke her not with anger392.’
 {119} [14] (17) And she gleaned in the field until evening,
 {120} [15] and she beat out what she had gleaned, and it was about an ephah
 {121} [16] of barley. (18) And she took it up and went into the city,
 {122} [17] and her mother-in-law saw what she had gleaned and she also brought
 {123} [18] out and gave to her what she had reserved after she was satisfied.
 {124} [19] (19) And her mother-in-law said to her, ‘Where did you glean
 {125} [20] today? And where did you gather? May the man who took notice of you
 {126} [21] be blessed.’ So she told her mother-in-law whom she had gathered
 {127} [22] {{catchword:}} with
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 {128} [1] with and said, ‘The man’s name with whom I gathered
 {129} [2] today is Boaz.’ (20) And Naomi said
 {130} [3] to her daughter-in-law, ‘May he be blessed by the Lord, who has not left off
 {131} [4] his kindness to the living or the dead!’
 {132} [5] Naomi also said to her, ‘A close relative of ours
 {133} [6] is the man, one of our redeemers.’ (21) And
 {134} [7] Ruth the Moabite said, ‘Besides, he said to me,
 {135} [8] “You shall keep close by my servants until
 {136} [9] they have completed all my harvest.”’
 {137} [10] (22) And Naomi said to Ruth, her daughter-in-law,
 {138} [11] ‘It is good, my daughter, that you go out with his maid-servants,
 {139} [12] lest in another field you be troubled.’ (23)
 {140} [13] And she kept close to the maid-servants of Boaz, gleaning
 {141} [14] until the end of the barley harvest and
 {142} [15] wheat harvest; and she dwelt with her mother-in-law. …
Ruth 3:1–18
 {142} [15]  … (1)
 {143} [16] And Naomi her mother-in-law said to her, ‘My daughter, behold,
392  Reconstructed meaning; expressed with WKar. juŕakĺan- (a derivative of juŕak ‘heart’) 
used with the postposition üst standing in the dative case. The word is not present in 
Karaim dictionaries, see chapter 5.4 below.
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 {144} [17] should I not seek rest for you, that it may be well with you? (2)
 {145} [18] And now is not Boaz of our kindred, with
 {146} [19] whose maid-servants you were? Behold, he winnows
 {147} [20] barley tonight in the threshing-floor. (3) And wash
 {148} [21] therefore and anoint yourself, and put on your best clothes
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 {149} [1] and go down to the threshing-floor, but do not make yourself known to the man
 {150} [2] until he has finished eating and drinking. (4) And
 {151} [3] it shall be, when he lies down, get know the place
 {152} [4] where he lies, and then go in, and uncover feet, 
 {153} [5] and lay down; and he will tell you what you shall do.
 {154} [6] (5) And Rut replied her, ‘All that you would say to me I will do.’
 {155} [7] (6) And she went down to the threshing-floor and did
 {156} [8] all that her mother-in-law commanded her. (7)
 {157} [9] And Boaz ate and drank, and his heart was merry,
 {158} [10] he went to lie down at the end of the heap [of grain]: and
 {159} [11] Rut came softly and uncovered his feet
 {160} [12] and laid herself down. (8) And it was at midnight,
 {161} [13] that the man was startled, and turned himself: and, behold,
 {162} [14] a woman lay at his feet. (9) And
 {163} [15] Boaz said, ‘Who are you?’ And she answered, ‘I am Ruth,
 {164} [16] your maid-servant: spread therefore your wings over your servant, for
 {165} [17] you are a redeemer.’ (10) And Boaz said,
 {166} [18] ‘Blessed be you of the Lord, my daughter: you have made
 {167} [19] this last kindness greater than the first in that you have not gone
 {168} [20] after young men, whether poor or rich. (11)
 {169} [21] And now, my daughter, do not fear; all that you ask
 {170} [22] {{catchword:}} I will do for you
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 {171} [1] I will do for you for all the city of my people does know that you are a worthy
 {172} [2] woman. (12) And now it is true that
 {173} [3] I am a redeemer; yet there is a redeemer nearer than I.
 {174} [4] (13) Tarry this night, and it shall be in the morning, that
 {175} [5] if he will redeem, fine, may he redeem you calling you his kinsman,
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 {176} [6] but if he is not willing to redeem you then will I redeem you, as
 {177} [7] the Lord lives, lie down until the morning.’ (14) And
 {178} [8] she lay at his feet until the morning: and
 {179} [9] she rose up before one could recognize another, and Boaz said,
 {180} [10] ‘Let it not be known that a woman came into the threshing-floor.’
 {181} [11] (15) And Boaz said to Rut, ‘Give me
 {182} [12] the cloak that you have on you and hold it.’
 {183} [13] And she held it, and he measured out six measures of barley
 {184} [14] and put it on her, and Boaz393 went
 {185} [15] into the city. (16) And Ruth came to her mother-in-law, and
 {186} [16] she said, ‘You are my daughter’, and she told her
 {187} [17] all that the man had done for her. (17)
 {188} [18] And Ruth said, ‘These six measures of barley
 {189} [19] he gave me; for he said to me, “Go not empty
 {190} [20] to your mother-in-law.”’ (18) Then said Naomi, ‘Sit still,
 {191} [21] my daughter, until you know how the matter will fall:
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 {192} [1] for the man will not rest, until he has finished the
 {193} [2] matter today.’ …
Ruth 4:1–22
 {193} [2] … (1) Now Boaz had gone up to the court
 {194} [3] house and sat down there; and behold, the redeemer,
 {195} [4] of whom Boaz had spoken, came by; and Boaz said, ‘Turn aside interrogator, 
sit down
 {196} [5] here.’; and he turned aside and sat down.
 {197} [6] (2) And he took ten men of the elders of the
 {198} [7] city and said, ‘Sit down here’; and they
 {199} [8] sat down. (3) And Boaz said to the redeemer,
393  Cf. Hebr.רי ִֽעָה  א ֹ֖ בָיַו  ָהי ֶ֔לָע  תֶ֣שָיַו  םיִֹרע ְׁש־שֵש דָ֤מָיַו  הּ ָ֑ב  זֶחא ֹ֣ תַו  הּ ָ֖ב־יִזֳח ֶֽא ְׁו  ךְִי ַ֛לָע־רֶשֲא תַח ַ֧פ ְׁטִמַה יִבָה  רֶמֹאיַו 
‘Also he said, Bring the cloak that you have upon you, and hold it. And when she held it, 
he measured six measures of barley, and laid it on her: and she went into the city’ (Ruth 
3:15; King James 2000). In the translation in the Krymchak Targum is ambiguous.
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 {200} [9] ‘Her share in the land which was our brother Elimelech’s
 {201} [10] sold394 Naomi, who has come back from the plain of Moab.
 {202} [11] (4) So I said [to myself] I would reveal it to your ears, saying,
 {203} [12] ‘Buy it before of those sitting here
 {204} [13] and before the elders of my people.’ If
 {205} [14] you will redeem it, redeem it; but if you will not redeem it, tell me,
 {206} [15] that I may know, for there is no one besides you to redeem it, and
 {207} [16] I am after you.’ And he said, ‘I will redeem it.’
 {208} [17] (5) And Boaz said, ‘The day you buy
 {209} [18] the field from the hand of Naomi and Ruth the
 {201} [19] Moabite, you also acquire Ruth  the widow of the dead,
 {211} [20] in order to raise up the name of the dead in his inheritance.’
 {212} [21] (6) And the redeemer said, ‘I cannot
 {213} [22] {{catchword:}} redeem
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 {214} [1] it for myself, lest I impair my own inheritance: 
 {215} [2] redeem you my right to yourself, for I cannot redeem it. (7)
 {216} [3] And this was the custom in former times in Israel concerning redeeming
 {217} [4] and exchanging: to confirm a [given] word, the one drew off
 {218} [5] his sandal395 and gave it to his friend, and this was the rule
 {219} [6] in Israel. (8) And the redeemer said to Boaz,
 {220} [7] ‘Buy it for yourself,’ he drew off his sandal396. (9) And
 {221} [8] Boaz said to the elders and all the people, ‘You are witnesses today
 {222} [9] that I have bought all that belonged to Elimelech and all that
 {223} [10] belonged to Chilion and to Mahlon from the hand of Naomi. (10) And
 {224} [11] also Ruth the Moabite, the widow of Mahlon, I have bought
 {225} [12] to be my wife, to raise up the name of the dead
 {226} [13] in his inheritance, that the name of the dead may not be cut off from among 
his brethren
394 Cf. Hebr. ה ָ֣ר ְׁכָמ ‘sells’ (Ruth 4:3, King James 2000). 
395  Interestingly, in the Krymchak Targum this fragment goes as follows Tešer edi kiši jenini 
oŋ qolunuŋ ‘A man untied the sleeve of his right hand’ (see ianBay & erdal 1998: 23, 34 
[sentence 430]; see also the commentary of ianBay & erdal on page 4).
396  Again, in the Krymchak Targum there is Da tešti Boaz jenini oŋ qolu-nyŋ ‘And Boaz 
untied his right-hand sleeve’ (see ianBay & erdal 1998: 34 [sentence 438]).
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 {227} [14] and from the gate of his native place: you are witnesses
 {228} [15] today.’ (11) And all the people that were at the gate,
 {229} [16] and the elders, said, ‘We are witnesses. May the Lord make the woman
 {230} [17] who is coming into your house like Rachel and like Leah, which
 {231} [18] two did build the house of Israel: and may you act
 {232} [19] worthily in Ephrathah, and be famous in Bethlehem. (12) 
 {233} [20] And may your house be like the house of Perez, whom Tamar bore
 {234} [21] to Judah, because of the offspring that the Lord shall give you
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 {235} [1] by this woman.’ (13) And Boaz took Ruth, and she became
 {236} [2] his wife, and he went in to her, and the Lord gave her conception,
 {237} [3] and she bore a son. (14) And the 
 {238} [4] women said to Naomi, ‘Praised be the Lord, who has not left
 {239} [5] you today without a redeemer, and may his name be famous in Israel!
 {240} [6] (15) And He shall be to you a restorer of life and a nourisher
 {241} [7] of your old age, for your daughter-in-law who loves you, has borne him, who
 {242} [8] is better to you than seven sons.’ (16) And Naomi took
 {243} [9] the child, and laid it in her bosom, and
 {244} [10] became nurse to it. (17) And the
 {245} [11] women of the neighborhood gave him a name, saying, ‘A son has been born 
to Naomi’,
 {246} [12] and they named him Obed, he was the father of Jesse, the father
 {247} [13] of David. (18) Now these are the descendants397 of Perez: Perez
 {248} [14] begat Hezron. (19) And Hezron begat
 {249} [15] Ram, and Ram begat Amminadab.
 {250} [16] (20) And Amminadab begat Nahshon,
 {251} [17] and Nahshon begat Salmon. (21) And
 {252} [18] Salmon begat Boaz, and Boaz begat
 {253} [19] Obed. (22) And Obed begat Jesse,
 {254} [20] and Jesse begat David.
397 Expressed with the word tuvmuš ‘child’ (KarRPS 543).
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5. Conclusions: The language of the manuscript III-73
The language of the manuscript III-73 is typically Middle North-Western 
Karaim (some singular cases discussed below being the only exceptions), 
cf. the features listed below.398
5.1. Sound system and sound changes in roots and suffixes
The initial Kipchak *t -, *k- and *b- are retained, cf. e.g. tul ‘widow’ (15)399, 
tur- ‘to stand’ (16), kel- ‘to come’ (8), ḱoz ‘eye’ (71), bar- ‘to go’ (20), or ber- 
‘to give’ (18). The lenition of q, k, p takes place in intervocalic position, see 
e.g. ormaq → ormaġynyn ‘its harvest (gen.)’ (66), tap- → tabajym ‘may I 
find’ (106). The original *ŋ evolved twofold: into n and j with the distribu-
tion known from Modern North-Western Karaim, i.e. there is a j that stems 
from *ŋ in the 2nd person (sg. and pl.) markers of the simple past tense (e.g. in 
qyldyjyz ‘you (pl.) did’ (24)) and of the conditional mood (e.g. in barsaj ‘if 
you go’ (47)), as well as in those complex verbal constructions that contain 
the above-mentioned forms (e.g. in the perfect optative, see bolġajdyjyz ‘if 
you (pl.) was’ (37)), in the 2nd plural person marker of the imperative mood 
(e.g. baryjyz ‘go! (pl.)’ (22)), in the dative case forms of the 1st and 2nd sg. per-
sonal pronouns (i.e. maja ‘to me’ (30) and saja ‘to you’ (94)), and, finally, in 
the 2nd person (sg. and pl.) possessive suffixes (e.g. qajnaj ‘your mother-in-
law’ (100)),400 whereas in every other position there is an n that continues *ŋ. 
The syllable-closing and suffix-initial q is retained, and there is no trace of its 
subsequent shift into χ.
The original palato-velar vowel harmony is transposed into a consonant 
harmony, which transpires from orthography with the reservations expressed 
398  Only mentioned here are those features the existence or absence of which is important 
in regard to Western Karaim historical phonology, morphology, morphonology, and 
syntax, and, finally, dialectal affiliation.
Importantly, in this article my aim is above all to provide a brief description of the 
second part of manuscript III-73. Matters connected with the relation of the Karaim 
translation to the Hebrew original will not be discussed in detail.
399  Numbers in brackets after quoted data indicate line numbers. In most cases only one 
line number is indicated (usually the line of the word’s first occurrence), even if the word 
appears several times in the text. More line numbers are indicated in cases in which it is 
important for some reason.
400  The velar *ŋ evolved into j in some lexemes, too, see e.g. *jaŋaq > NWKar. jajaχ ~ janaχ 
‘cheek’ (koWalSki 1929: 197; KarRPS: 225), but the sample text does not contain such 
examples.
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in 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 above. The original non-first-syllabic *e standing after a 
palatal consonant regularly changed into a, with the sole exception of gečeǵa 
‘redeemer’ (130), a phonetic variant of ge aǵa (173), that might be an inter-
dialectal loan (vide infra in 5.4). The rounded vs. unrounded vowel harmo-
ny is fully operative and regularly applied, see e.g. olturdular ‘they sat’ (13), 
ulusuj ‘your people’ (48), bolur ‘it will be’ (49), bujurdum ‘I ordered’ (93), 
qajtaruvčuġa ‘restorer (dat.)’ (240) – the only counterexample is maχtavlydy 
‘is praised’ (238).
The apocope of -r of the -dyr 3rd person copula suffix and 3rd person marker 
is frequent, although the number of the shortened and not shortened forms is 
very much comparable, cf. jatady ‘lies’ (162), alġyšlydy ‘he is blessed’ (130), 
bulardylar ‘these are’ (247), juvuġumuzdu ‘he is our kindred’ (145), kimnindi 
‘whose is she?’ (80), maχtavlydy ‘he is praised’ (238), qajjamdy ‘he is alive, 
he is living’ (176), qatyndy ‘she is a woman’ (82) vs. alġyšlydyr ‘he is blessed’ 
(166), bumodur ‘is this that?’ (58), ge aǵadir men ‘I am a redeemer’ (173), 
gečeǵadir sen ‘you are a redeemer’ (165), gečeǵaĺarimiz andir ‘he is one of 
our redeemers’ (133), jaχšydyr ‘it is good’ (138), qatyndyr ‘she is a woman’ 
(172), and tanyqlardyrsiz ‘you are witnesses’ (227).
There are some examples of the so called Mittelsilbenschwund, see e.g. 
eksiĺari a ‘both of them’ (14, 55, 231).
The 1st and 2nd singular person markers -sen and -men have the original -e-, 
see e.g. baryrmen ‘I will go’ (47–48), čyqqajsen ‘may you go out’ (138) and 
there is no trace of the Mod.NWKar. -myn ~ -ḿiń and -syn ~ -śiń that seem 
to have displaced the original forms not earlier than the late 19th century (see 
némeTH 2015a: forthcoming).
The syllable-closing aj on morphologic boundaries and in suffixes remains 
unchanged (there is no trace of its subsequent evolution into ej; this process 
also took place most probably in the late 19th century, see némeTH 2015a: 
forthcoming). There is no example of the dissimilation process of geminated 
liquids and -jj-, either, see e.g. uǵaĺĺaǵanińadejin ‘until he has finished, un-
til he has completed’ (150). The question remains whether the -mm- > -nm- 
change in bolalmanmen ‘I cannot’ (212, 215) should be associated with the 
above-mentioned process known from Modern North-Western Karaim (see 
némeTH 2015a: forthcoming).
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5.2. Morphology and syntax
Case suffixes and postpositions are characteristic of North-Western Karaim, 
cf. e.g.  the accusative case suffix -ny (e.g. alarny ‘them’ (26)), the dative case 
suffix  -ġa ~ -ga (alarġa ‘to them’ (18)) or the postposition byla ‘with’ (21). 
Typical of Western Karaim is also the comparative adjective marker -raq used 
e.g. in jaχšyraqty ‘it is better’ (242). The verbal morphology is clearly West-
ern Karaim, too, cf. the imperative, optative mood markers -qyn and -qaj (see 
qajtqyn ‘return (imp.)’ (45), tapqajsyz ‘may you find’ (25), respectively), the 
future tense marker -r (e.g. bolur ‘will be’ (49)), the negative infinitive suffix 
-masqa attested twice in bolmasqa ‘not to be’ (37) and barmasqa ‘not to go’ 
(167), the inabilitive mood marker attested to twice in bolalmanmen ‘I can-
not’ (212, 215), the converbial -doġač in ajtadoġač ‘saying’ (58), the -doġan 
participle attested to in ün aĺadoġan ‘calling’ (175), and the -uvču participle 
attested e.g. in the substantivized form oruvčular ‘reapers’ (80). The inter-
rogative particle is mo, see e.g. alarġamo ‘form them?’ (36). As an influence 
of Hebrew we find a number of instances of using a noun in the plural after a 
numeral bigger than 1, see e.g. eki uvullary ‘his two sons’ (5), on jyllar taχly 
‘about ten years’ (13; cf. on jyl kadar (Eup. 1841) and Krmch. on jyllar qadar 
in the Targum (ianBay & erdal 1998: 15)), alty öl ov arpalar ‘six measures of 
barley’ (183; cf. alty ölčä arpa in Eup. 1841), on eŕanĺar ‘ten men’ (197), jedi 
uvullardan (242) ‘than seven sons’, etc.401
5.3. Syntax: phrases
Similar to what we see in the translation of the Torah (see némeTH 2014b), 
genitive attributives in noun phrases are used postpositionally, cf. e.g. qyrqyn-
laryna Boaznyn ‘to the maid-servants of Boaz’ (140), i.e. the word order is 
inverted compared to what we commonly have in the Turkic languages. This 
well-known Karaim phenomenon is to be attributed to Slavonic influences – 
for more information, see cSaTó (2011: 9–10), némeTH (2010: 202; 2011a: 
73–74), 
In phrases in which genitive attributives are expressed by a personal pro-
noun, the personal pronouns are used postpositionally, see e.g. da qatyny 
401  For an exhaustive description of the use of plural and singular forms after numerals 
in Bible translations and its comparison to the structure of the Hebrew text see olacH 
(2012: 371–373; 2013: 120–124).
An EArly north-WEstErn KArAim BiBlE trAnslAtion from 1720. PArt 2 87
anyn ‘and his wife’ (5), juŕagi anyn ‘his heart’ (157–158), jalyj senin ‘your re-
ward’ (104), ü uj senin ‘your house’ (233), etc. There is, however, an interest-
ing feature as far as the phrases in this manuscript are concerned. In younger, 
19th-century texts written in colloquial South-Western Karaim, the genitive at-
tributives expressed by a personal pronoun were predominantly used prepo-
sitionally, e.g. Mod.SWKar. siznin tirliginiz ‘your life’ (némeTH 2011a: 196), 
i.e. the word order in these two types of constructions agreed with what we 
have today in the Slavonic languages that influenced Karaim, and what we 
predominantly had in the colloquial Polish or Ukrainian in the 19th century.
Previously, having no access to older sources, it seemed that in phrases 
with genitive attributives expressed by a personal pronoun “the original Tur-
kic word order has been preserved owing to its conformity with the Slavonic 
syntax” (némeTH 2011a: 73). We may, however, refine the above statement. It 
seems that the differences we see in this respect between the 19th-century col-
loquial texts and the 18th-century Bible translation reflect the differences that 
we observe in the respective Polish standards, cf. Middle Polish Bible transla-
tions from the 17th–18th centuries in which an inverted (compared to the pre-
sent-day or 19th-century standard) word order was also used402, see e.g. qatyny 
anyn ‘and his wife’ (5) = MPol. z żoną swoją ‘with his wife’ (Ruth 1:1, Biblia 
Gdańska)403, juŕagi anyn ‘his heart’ (157–158) = MPol. serce jego ‘id.’ (Ruth 
3:7), jalyj senin ‘your reward’ (104) = MPol. zapłata swoja ‘id.’ (Ruth 2:12), 
ü uj senin ‘your house’ = MPol. dom twój ‘id.’ (233), cf. also e.g. MPol. (17th–
18th c.) w szkołach naszych ‘in our schools’, czas życia naʃego ‘the time of our 
life’, wártownikowi ʃwemu ‘to his own guard’, rękami moiemi ‘with my hands’ 
(BajeroWa 1964: 129, 147, 163; kurzo Wa 1993: 187, respectively; examples not 
taken from Bible translations).404
5.4. Lexicon
The lexicon used in the translation is typical of North-Western Karaim, both 
phonetically and lexically, cf. e.g. at ‘name’ (6), bar- ‘to go’ (20), bol- ‘to be’ 
402  It is worth mentioning that the Polish syntax of the 18th-century written language was 
very close to the syntax of the spoken everyday language (see BajeroWa 1964: 125).
403  Passages from the Polish translation of the Book of Ruth are quoted from the so-called 
Gdańsk Bible from 1632.
404  In Hebrew, in these cases possessive suffixes are used, ergo the Karaim expressions can-
not be treated merely as Hebrew calques.
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(9), bolušluq ‘help’ (77), burun ‘before’ (179), byla ‘with’ (21), čajpa- ‘to im-
pair’ (214), ingir ‘evening’ (119), kemiš- ‘to leave somebody’ (46), kerti ‘truth’ 
(172), oltur- ‘to sit; to dwell’ (13, 198–199), orun ‘place’ (19), qaruv ‘answer’ 
(81), ulus ‘nation, people’ (18), uvul ‘son’ (5). Worth mentioning is the use of 
demonstrative pronouns ol and ošol in the role of definite articles that follows 
Hebrew syntax: ol renders the Hebrew definite article ה, whereas ošol reflects 
the Hebrew accusative marker תֵא in the translation (for this observation see 
olacH 2013: 77; for further details see némeTH 2015b), see e.g. ki saġyndy 
Adonaj ošol ulusun ‘that the Lord had remembered his people’ (18), janynda 
ol oruvčularnyn ‘beside the reapers’ (112), bilgin ošol ol orunnu ‘get know the 
place’ (151) juxtaposed with Hebr.וֹמַע־תֶא הָוה ְׁי דַקָפ־י ִֽכּ  ‘for the Lord had visited 
his people’ (Ruth 1:6), Hebr. םיִר ְֹׁצקַה יֵרֲחַא ‘after the reapers’ (Ruth 2:3), Hebr. 
םוֹקָמַה־תֶא ְׁתַעַדָי ְׁו ‘and you shall mark the place’ (Ruth 3:4).
Interestingly, the translation contains four Slavonic loanwords – all of them 
connected with crops (cf. poluv ‘chaff’ in the Eupatorian print in SHapira 
2013: 166–167).
These are words that have not been noted so far in dictionaries (including 
the Slavonic loanwords mentioned):
juŕakĺan- ‘to rebuke with anger’. A -la-n- derivative built from NWKar. juŕak 
‘heart’; the suffix -la builds denominal verbs, -n builds reflexive verbs in 
Karaim, see za jączkowski (1932: 147–148, 149–150). The word has most 
probably the meaning ‘to be angry on someone; to rebuke with anger’ or, 
perhaps, ‘to reproach’. It is attested in the phrase juŕak ĺanḿajiz anyn 
üs uńa ‘rebuke her not with anger’ or ‘do not reproach her’ (118). In the He-
brew original there is הָב־וּרֲע ְׁגִת ֹאל ְׁו ּ‘and rebuke her not’ (King James 2000) 
or ‘do not reproach her’ (English Standard Version) (Ruth 2:16). For the 
semantic closeness of the ‘heart’ and ‘being anger’ cf. e.g. Pol. arch. sierdzić 
się ‘to explode with anger, to be angry’ < PSlav. *s diti sę ‘id.’ ← PSlav. s dь 
‘1. heart; 2. anger’ (see e.g. Boryś 2005: 522, s.v. rozsierdzić).
kolos ‘ear of grain’ (71), cf. Russ. колос ‘ear (of grain)’ (SRJa XI–XVII, 
vol. VII: 251).
gečeǵa ~ ge aǵa ‘redeemer’, cf. SWKar. gecege ‘avenger’ (mardkoWicz 1935: 
25; KarRPS 159). The word has been used in the manuscript altogether 
nine times as a translation of Hebr. לָאָגּ ‘redeemer, savior’. For the ‘savior’ > 
‘avenger’ semantic shift cf. Hebr. םָדַה  לֵאֹגּ > לֵאֹגּ ‘avenger of blood (who by 
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killing the manslayer of his relative redeems the guilt of the manslaughter)’ 
(koeHler & BaumgarTner 1985: 162–163). Conspicuous is the lack of the 
e > 'a change in gečeǵa: the rightly expected ge aǵa appears only once in 
line (173). The preponderance of forms with -e- in the second syllable might 
suggest that the word is an interdialectal loanword from SWKar. gecege 
(which could have easily taken place in Kukizów), used perhaps for the pur-
pose of this translation only.
öl ov ‘measure’, cf. NWKar. öl av id. (koWalSki 1929: 242; KarRPS 440). 
The word is attested twice in line 183 and 188. An -(u)v derivative built from 
öl a- ‘to measure’ (zajączkowski 1932: 74) the phonetic shape of which 
changed most probably by a subsequent *-ev > -'av > -'ov labialization trig-
gered by the adjacent labial (or even bilabial) v or, perhaps, as a result of an 
öv > 'ov change in order to eliminate the *ö alien to Western Karaim phono-
tactics in non-first syllables. The latter sound appears rather rarely in non-
first syllables in Turkic, see, however, EKar. bilör ‘crystal’ (KarRPS 118) or 
EKar. bilöv ‘knowledge’ cited also below, which may suggest that in case of 
the latter scenario a borrowing from other Turkic language or, perhaps, be-
tween Karaim dialects could have taken place, i.e. e.g. EKar. *ölčöv > WKar. 
öl ov. Nota bene, the idea that öl ov is a loanword seems to be supported 
by the fact that North-Western Karaim words ending in Mod.NWKar. -ov ~ 
-o  (i.e. in the derivative suffix -v ~ -  that is attached to stems ending in -o ~ 
-'o) are etymologically isolated in Karaim, but have etymological equivalents 
in other Kipchak languages (above all in the language of the Codex Comani-
cus in which the denominal nominal derivative suffix -aγu changed into -ov ~ 
-öv, see von gaBain 1959: 54–55, 56). These isolated Karaim words are Kar. 
buġov ‘1. bridle; 2. shackles, irons’, WKar. buzov ‘calf’, WKar. qonġurov ~ 
qunġurov ‘bell’, and NWKar. ḱuśov ‘torch’ (see zajączkowski 1932: 74–75, 
where the Kipch.CC equivalents are provided). Whichever explanation is 
more probable, the -ov form is characteristic above all of Eastern Karaim, 
cf. e.g. EKar. bilov ~ bilöv ~ bilüv ‘knowledge’ vs. NWKar. biĺuv id. (KarRPS 
118; aqTay & jankoWSki 2015: 84–85; Cambridge MS: 58 ro: bilov); EKar. 
maχtov ~ maχtuv ‘praise’ vs. WKar. maχtav ‘id.’ (KarRPS 405; aqTay & 
jankoWSki 2015: 232–233), EKar. talav ~ talov ~ taluv ‘plunder’ vs. WKar. 
talav ‘id.’ (KarRPS 507, 508; aqTay & jankoWSki 2015: 380; Cambridge 
MS: 105 ro: talov), EKar. tarlav ~ tarlov ~ tarluv ‘field’ vs. WKar. tarlav 
‘id.’ (KarRPS 515; aqTay & jankoWSki 2015: 386). The suffix has nothing in 
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common with the WKar. -ov that builds collective numerals and pronouns 
(zajączkowski 1932: 52–53), but the existence of the latter could have fa-
cilitate its appearance from morphotactic point of view.
pražma ‘roasted grain’ (112), a -ma- derivative based on a Slavonic stem, 
cf. Russ. пряжити ‘to roast’ (SRJa XI–XVII, vol. XXI: 25).
styrta ‘heap (of grain)’, cf. OPol. sterta ~ styrta ‘heap of grain; haystack’ 
(SStp., vol. VIII: 440–441).
taχly (or taχli) ‘about, approximately’, cf. WKar. tekli ‘id.’ and EKar. tegli ~ 
tekli (aqTay & jankoWSki 2015: 391, 392; KarRPS 520, 562). Apparently, 
the form taχly (or taχli) evolved due to an irregular sound change or is per-
haps a loanword, cf. the typically Ottoman velar -a- in EKar. Taŋry ‘God’ 
(KarRPS 512; ScHönig 2010: 110; aqTay & jankoWSki 2015: 383), occa-
sionally used also in SWKar. texts (see némeTH 2011a: 213, 319; némeTH 
2013b: 266), vs. EKar. Teŋri (KarRPS 565; aqTay & jankoWSki 2015: 395) 
and WKar. Tenri ~ Tendri (KarRPS 521, 564).
vejatet- ‘to winnow’ (146), a compound verb built with the auxiliary verb et- 
‘to do’ based on Slavonic infinitive form; see zabun bol- below for a similar 
example, cf. Russ. вѣяти ‘to winnow’ (SRJa XI–XVII: vol. II: 138).
zabun bol- ‘to be helpless, to be infirm’, cf. Pers. نوبز zabūn ‘weak, infirm, 
helpless’ (joHnSon 1852: 649; STeingaSS 1892: 610), attested in line 37 in 
the sentence Alar ü unmo zabun bolġajdyjyz bolmasqa erartyna? ‘Would 
you be helpless being not behind a [i.e. having no] husband?’ (Ruth 1:13), 
cf. also zabun bol- in the title of a piyut authored by Mordechai the son of 
Nisan of Troki the incipit of which is Jasly da zabun bolġan ‘Being bewail-
ing and helpless’ (see JSul.I.01: 132 vo; JSul.I.45: 122 vo; JSul.III.03: 99 ro; 
JSul.III.69: 218 vo; JSul.III.79: 268 ro; III.61: 111 vo).
The word is most probably not related to Mod.NWKar. zabum e - ‘to 
forget’ (KarRPS 186). In fact, the latter word seems to be non-existent. It 
appears in Karaim texts only once, or more precisely: it is taken by the au-
thors of KarRPS from malecki (1939: 16), where it is attested in the form 
zabumėtiadohon, i.e. in a -dohon converbial form of a compound verb built 
with the auxiliary verb et- ‘to do’ (mentioned above). The case is that the 
derivative base of this type of compound verbs is always a loanword, very 
characteristically a Slavonic loanword.405 Since there is either no Slavonic, 
405 A detailed description of the mechanism of building Karaim compound verbs based on 
Slavonic infinitive forms is presented in némeTH (2011a: 91–94).
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or Turkic, or Arabic, let alone Persian stem that could serve as an etymon 
for zabum *‘oblivion’, it seems very probable that the stem zabum we find 
in malecki is a result of typesetting error based on confusion of the Cyrillic 
hadwritten ‹ит›, i.e. ‹ит›, with the handwritten ‹um› in the Latin script – 
i.e. ‹um›. If this is true, the form zabumėtiadohon is in fact Russ. забыть 
‘to forget’ morphologically adapted in Karaim by adding the auxiliary verb et- 
to it, i.e. it should be deciphered as zabitėtiadohon and it is the verb zabitet- 
that should have been included into KarRPS.406 This is in compliance with 
the meaning provided by the authors of latter dictionary (which fits in also 
well with the meaning of the sentence it appears in in malecki 1939).
5.5. The particle -čoq?
A quite interesting data is the word form kelǵanĺarin ačoq ‘when they were 
come, in the moment of their arrival’ attested in line 56 in Ruth (1:19) in the 
sentence Da bardylar eksiĺari a kelǵanĺarińa dejin Bet Leχemǵa da edi 
kelǵanĺarin ačoq Bet Leχemǵa da čuvlady bar ol šahar alar ü un ajtadoġač 
bumodur Naami ‘And the two of them went on until they came to Bethlehem, 
and when they were come to Bethlehem, the whole town resounded because 
of them, saying: ‘Is this Naomi?’.
Morphologically, it can be parsed thus: it consists of kelǵanĺari ‘their ar-
rival’, a construction build up from the perfect participle  -ǵan of WKar. kel- ‘to 
come’ used with the respective (in this case the 3rd pl.) possessive suffix which 
expresses by whom an action has been performed supplemented with the loc-
ative suffix - a (with the epenthetic -n- usual for possessive forms) to assign 
the construction an additional temporal meaning and express an action in the 
course of which another action takes place.407
The last segment is, however, obscure.
The meaning of the construction resembles the role of Mod.NWKar. -hačoχ 
(< *-gačoq) converb that builds transgressive forms that indicate an action that 
406  Since we know that Russian loanwords were adopted in Modern North-Western Karaim 
according to the consonant-harmony (see némeTH 2013b: 274–275), the -y  infinitive 
ending always evolved into -i  in loanwords (because it was difficult for Karaims to com-
bine the pronunciation of the furthest back vowel y with a palatal consonant – for more 
information on this phenomenon see némeTH 2014a: 354).
407  In the Targum the equivalent of this expression is: qačan ki keldiler ‘when they came’ 
(ianBay & erdal 1998: 17 [sentence 134]), in the English Standard Version the relevant 
fragment is translated as and when they came to Bethlehem, whereas in King James 
2000 as when they were come to Bethlehem (Ruth 1:19).
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ended exactly in the moment or immediately before another action expressed 
by the main verb took place or started, see e.g. némeTH (2011b: 126; 2013a: 
131–132, 139–140).408 Thus, the -gačoq converb of the verb kel-, i.e. *kelǵačoq 
in Middle North-Western Karaim, would have meant something similar we 
have in the analysed sentence, i.e. ‘having come; in the moment of having 
come’. Conspicuously, a preliminary analysis of these two forms, i.e. of the 
analysed kelǵanĺarin ačoq and *kelǵačoq, may suggest that they contain the 
one and the same morpheme -čoq.
This, however, does not agree with what we know about the structure of 
the Mod.NWKar. -hačoχ. Zajączkowski interpreted it as a rarely used complex 
suffix used in the literary language that consists of the suffix -hač that forms 
transgressives409 (and compares it with the morpheme -hač in the Karaim 
converbial suffix -a-dohoč < *-a-dur-ġač) and the particle -oχ, not affected by 
vowel harmony and being not stressed, which “specifies the time of the action 
performed” (see némeTH 2013a: 139). The same interpretation has been pro-
posed by räSänen (1957: 189–190) with some Turkic cognates of the intensify-
ing particle -ok provided (see räSänen 1957: 248) and this view is supported 
also by the data collected by džanMavov (1967: 187–188).410 
It is too early to say anything decisive in this matter (we have only one word 
at our disposal), but it seems likely, that -čoq appeared in kelǵanĺarin ačoq 
by analogy with NWKar. *-qačoq due to misinterpreting the morphologic 
boundaries of the latter suffix and treating it as a composition of -qa and -čoχ. 
Additionally, it seems that it was viewed as an intensifying particle for it looks 
not to have any specific grammatical meaning.
408  The latter category has been presented by A. Zajączkowski in the original manuscript of 
his work on Karaim derivation published in 1932, but eventually it has been not included 
in its printed version (the removed fragments were critically edited in némeTH 2013a).
409  As a comparative data A. Zajączkowski quotes Tuvan, Kazan Tatar and Chagatai con-
verbial forms (see némeTH 2013a: 140), cf. e.g. Chag. körgäč ‘having looked, as soon as 
having seen’ (BodrogligeTi 2001: 276–277), Tuv. bargaš ‘having entered’ (iScHakov & 
paĺMBach 1961: 316, 318, 330–336).
410  The only case this suffix was described in another way is muSaev’s (1964: 301) attempt 
to explain it as a composition of -ka(n) and -čaχ, but there are no further comparative 
data or explanation provided.
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Abbreviations
acc. = accusative; Arm.-Kipch. = Armeno-Kipchak; Chag. = Chagatai; 
comp. = comparative; cond. = conditional; conv. = converb; dat. = dative; 
def. = definite; deriv. = derivation; EKar. = Eastern (Crimean) Karaim; fut. = 
future; gen. = genitive; Hebr. = Hebrew; imp. = imperative; inf. = infinite 
verb form; int. = intensifying; Kar. = Karaim; Kipch.CC = the language of 
the Codex Comanicus; Krmch. = Krymchak; loc. = locative; Mod.NWKar. 
= Modern North-Western Karaim; Mod.SWKar. = Modern South-Western 
Karaim; MPol. = Middle Polish; neg. inf. = negative infinitive; nom. = 
nominative; NWKar. = North-Western (Trakai) Karaim; OPol. = Old Polish; 
opt. = optative; part. = participle; perf. cond. = perfect conditional; perf. 
opt. = perfect optative mood; pl. = plural; poss. = possessive form; prep. 
= preposition (i.e. prepositionally used postposition); pres. = present tense; 
progr. = progressive; pron. = pronoun; PSlav. = Proto-Slavonic; sg. = 
singular; Slav. = Slavonic; suf. = suffix; SWKar. = South-Western (Lutsk 
and Halych) Karaim; Tuv. = Tuvan; WKar. = Western Karaim.
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Handwritten sources and old prints
III-61 = Handwritten, vocalised additions in Hebrew and South-Western Karaim 
from Halych from 1850/1851 added to a prayer book printed in Hebrew in Qale in 
1736/1737. Kept in a private archive whose owner wishes to remain anonymous.
III-73 = Handwritten, vocalised translation of the Torah, the Book of Ruth, the 
Book of Jeremiah, Ecclesiastes, and the Book of Esther into north-western 
Karaim from Kukizów from 1720 (the Torah) and ca. the 1720s (the other 
books). Written in North-Western Karaim. Kept in a private archive whose 
owner wishes to remain anonymous.
Cambridge MS = A manuscript that contains a four-volume translation of the Ta-
nach into Eastern (Crimean) Karaim; held by the Cambridge University Li-
brary under the shelf number BSMS 288.
E-P = A manuscript that formerly belonged to the Elyashevich-Babadjan (Елья-
шевич-Бабаджан) family. The manuscript is lost. A fragment of it is edited in 
SHapira (2014).
Eup. = A four-volume edition of the Tanakh in Crimean Karaim (with some ele-
ments of Crimean Turkish); printed in Eupatoria (Gözleve) in 1841.
JSul. = The private archive of Anna Sulimowicz.
JSul.I.01 = Handwritten, vocalised prayer book containing folios from Halych, 
Kukizów and Lutsk from the 18th–19th cenuries. Written in Hebrew and South- 
and North-Western Karaim.
JSul.I.11 = Handwritten, vocalised prayer book from Lutsk from 1878. Written in 
Hebrew and North-Western Karaim.
JSul.I.38-9 = A manuscript from the first halft of the 19th century containing reli-
gious poems written in Hebrew and South-Western Karaim.
JSul.I.45 = Handwritten, vocalised additions in Hebrew and South-Western 
Karaim from Halych from the 19th century added to a prayer book printed in 
Hebrew in 1528 in Venice.
JSul.I.46 = Handwritten, vocalised additions in Hebrew and South-Western 
Karaim from the 19th century added to a prayer book printed in Hebrew in 
1528 in Venice.
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JSul.I.54-03 = A manuscript from the 19th century containing religious hymns. 
Written most probably in Halych in Hebrew and South-Western Karaim.
JSul.I.54-12 = A manuscript from Halych from the first halft of the 19th century 
containing religious poems. Written in South-Western Karaim.
JSul.I.54-15 = A manuscript from Halych from the turn of 19th and 20th centuries 
containing religious poems. Written in South-Western Karaim.
JSul.III.01 = Handwritten, vocalised translation of the Torah from Halych from the 
19th century. Written in South-Western Karaim.
JSul.III.03 = Handwritten, vocalised additions in Hebrew and South-Western 
Karaim from Halych from ca. 1778 added to a prayer book printed in Qale in 
Hebrew in 1736/1737.
JSul.III.67 = Handwritten, vocalised prayer book from Halych from the first half of 
the 19th century (before 1851). Written in Hebrew and South-Western Karaim.
JSul.III.69 = Handwritten, vocalised prayer book from Halych from the period 
between 1851–1866. Written in Hebrew and South-Western Karaim.
JSul.III.72 = Handwritten, vocalised prayer book from Halych from the first half of 
the 19th century (not older than 1851). Written in Hebrew and South-Western 
Karaim.
JSul.III.76 = Handwritten, vocalised prayer book from Halych from the 19th cen-
tury. Written in Hebrew and South-Western Karaim.
JSul.III.79 = Handwritten, vocalised prayer book from Halych from the period 
between 1851–1866. Written in Hebrew and South-Western Karaim.
JSul.VII.22-02-13 = A manuscript from the 19th century containing a religious po-
ems written South-Western Karaim.
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